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INTRODUCTION
This thesis is intended as a survey of the diplomatic liaison
✓

between the United States and the Vatican.

The subject of American- Papal

relations has been a long-neglected field for historic inquiry and only
within the l ast three decades have schol ars begun to devote themselves to
the area.
Chapter One describes the linkage which the United states had with
the Papal states during the first century of this country' s history under
the Constitution.
Chapt er Two is concerned with the appointment of Myron C. Taylor
by President Franklin D. Roosevelt as his Personal Representative to Pope

Pius XII in 1939.

In Chapter Three attention will be given to American reaction to
Taylor ' s appointment both on the part of the general public and religious
spokesmen, as represented in selected journals of the time .

The discussions

in the Congress and the press which were printed or shouted throughout the
l and concerning the United states entering into~ accommodation wi~h the
Holy See will be scrutinized.
Chapter Four describes and analyzes the reaction to the nomination
by President Harry S. Truman of General Mark Clark as United States

Ambassador to the state of Vatican City.
Chap· ;er Five is devoted to the apr,0intment of Henry Cabot lodge as
the Personal Representative of President Richard M. Nixon to Pope Paul VI.
This chapter also takes note of the Administrations of Presidents Eisenhower,

- 1-

-2-

Kennedy, and lzyndon B. Johnson during wi.ch the United States had no
diplomatic relations with the Vatican.
The Sixth and concluding chapter of the thesis SUIIIIll.8Xizes the
history of' American-Vatican relations to date.

•

CHAPrER I
TEE BEGINNINGS

Prior to the r eign of Pope Pius VI (1775-1799), diplomatic r epresentatives to the Papal States had come mostly from countries whose rulers
were Catholic.

After this period, Rome found itself visited by large num-

bers of non-Catholic travelers .

With the new r eligious tolerance in Rome,

it became fashionable for the educated and upper classes of Europe to sojourn to the Eternal City •

.An interest in antiquity plus the colorful

religious ceremonies served as a magnet .

Su.ch Protestant dignitaries as

the Duke and Duchess of Cumberland and the King of Swedsn visited Rome and
found excuses to extend the length of their stay there .

1

One of the far-

reaching results of the mutual good will manifested was the establishment of
diplomatic ties by the Roman Court with s everal non-Catholic countries.
On August 4, 1779, John Adams, Commissioner to France, and who would
l ater become the second president of the United States, reported to the
President of the Continental Congress the state of affairs in Europe so far
as they related to the interests of the United States .

In his survey con-

cerning these nations , Mr. Adams prophesied with regar-d to the Papal States:
The court of Rome, attached to ancient customs, would be one of the
last to aclmowledge our independence if we were to solicit for it, but
Congress will probably never send a min.i.ster to His Holiness, who can
do them no service, upon condition of ruceiving a Catholic legate or
nuncio in r eturn or in other words an ecclesiastical tyrant, which it
1

Ludwig von Pastor, The History of the Popes, trans . E. F. Peeler,

40 vol s . ( st. Louis, Mo. : Herder, 1938-53), 39 :84.
-3-

-4is hoped the United States will be too wise ever to admit into their
te=itories. 2
Events were soon to prove Adams an imlaccurate prophet for the
Holy See gave early practical recognition to the successfully rebellious
colonies.3
The first overture with regard to United States-Papal Consular
a=angements occu=ed in 1784, when the papal nuncio at Paris wrote to the
American peace commissioners, still resident in that city, that his government had agreed to open the ports of the Papal Government to the vessels of
the infant United States.

No action was taken by the United States until the

appointment of John Baptist Sartori, as American Consul in Rome, in 1797. 4
Sartori was to be the first of eleven Consuls serving American interests in Rome until the fall of the Papal States in 1870.

Oddly, the

first Consular Representative of the Papal States in the United States was
not commissioned until 1826.

At that time, Count Ferdinand Lucchesi took

up his residence in Washington.

Three other Consuls succeeded Lucchesi.

These four appointed twenty-one Vice Consuls for such locations as
Philadelphia, New York, New Orleans, and Cincinnati. 5
2Fra.ncis Wharton, ed., The Revolutionary Diplomatic Co=espondence
of the United States, 6 vols. (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1889), 3:286.
3Nearly three g_uarters of a century were to pass before the United
States was to disregard the caveat· of Adams and establish formal diplomatic
relations. The future objections by some Americans to their government I s
maintaining diplomatic relations with the Papacy proved Adams to have been
a shrewd prophet.
4Leo -F. Stock, ed., Consular Relations Between the United States and
the Pa al States: Instructions and Des atches (Washington, D.C.: .American
Catholic Historical Association, 19
, p. xxiii.
5The .American and Papal Consuls and their tenures are listed in
_Appendix A.

-5The high hopes expressed by Sartori in a letter to Robert Mo=is in
1797, concerning mutual commercial benefits failed to materialize.

6

Actu-

ally, trade between the two countries never attained aver~ high level.
United states Consul W. J. stillman, in a despatch to Secretary of State
William H; Seward, dated September 30, 1862, began his report by writing:
"I have the honor to report that the statistics of trade between the United
and Papal States show a very meagre total.

The general trade of the Roman

states is not extensive , , , 117
In addition to the dearth of mutual trade, there were few instances
in which matters affecting interests of citizens of the two nations came to
the attention of the Consuls,

Indeed, sometimes the appointment of an

.American consul went begging due to the small amount of remuneration, and
the Papal Consuls and Vice-Consuls occasionally represented other govern~
ments, in addition to their own, due to the lack of business.

8

The accepted rules of international law did not recognize Consuls
as forming a class of diplomatic agents.9

True, they were more or less

necessary to care for the occasional interests of citizens of their respec. tive governments, but the fact remained that . Consuls were. not diplomats.
However, the Consuls dealt

with matters generally handled by diplomatic

6
Robert Mo=is was Stlperintendent of Finance during the .American
Revolution. Unfortunately, the despatches of John Baptist Sartori from
Rome cannot be cited in full because they cannot be located in the National
Archives and only the above statement has been printe_d in numerous works.
7stock, Consular Relations, p. 2.55. The Roman Government did not
publish trade.statistics, therefore stillman was compelled to make estimates
of the exporG~import figures.
8

Ibid,, PP• xxv-xxviii.

9H, Graham Stuart, .American Diplomatic and Consular Practice (New
York: Appleton-Century, 1936), p. 9s.

-6agents.

10

In fact, the ever increasing number of American travellers

caused the diplomatic functions of the Consuls to multiply to such an extent that George W. Greene, the first American citizen to become a Consul
to the Papal States, complained because he had to do the work of a Charg{i
11
d 1 Affaires in addition to his· consular duties.
Moreover, agitation began during the 1840 1 s for more formal American
diplomatic relations to be opened with the Pope.

The election of Pope Pius

IX, in June, 1846, seemed to augur well for Italy and impressed much of the
rest of the world.

Pius liberated political prisoners, permitted greater

freedom of the press, granted a constitution, and demanded the evacuation of
Fe=ara by Austria.

Among the proposals of the new Pontiff was the forma-

tion of a commercial league which would combine the activity and competition
of the· separate states with the power of national unity,

With this league

or with the individual states it was hoped that commercial treaties would
be concluded,
Scarcely had Pius IX assumed his duties when a revival, in 1848, of
the spirit of nationalism ignited the flames of revolution in every pa.rt of
the continen~, including Italy.

The Italian nationalists clamored for

political freedom and national unification of their country.

However, the

Pope-refused to support the Italian nationalist cause in the war against
Austria and he was forced into exile by a republican revolution in his
101eo F, stock, "American Consuls to the PapaJ. States, 1797-1870,"
The Catholic Historical Review XV (October 1929):233-251,
11Ma.rtin Franklin Ha.stings, "United states-Vatican Relations: Policies and Problelli.S 11 (Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, 1952), p.
85, A Charg~ d 1 Affaires is the head of a diplomatic mission, inferior in
rank to an ambassador or minister, and usuaJ.ly accredited to the department
for foreign affairs rather than to the head of a state; sometimes placed
temporarily in charge of an embassy or lef.ation.

-7te=itories.

In 1850, he returned to Rome, an uncompromising foe of

liberalism and a defender of traditional institutions and values.
On

November 29, 1847, at the Broadway Tabernacle in New York, no

less a speaker than Horace Greeley presented an address praising the act.ions
of the "Pope·of Progress."

The· address was adopted by the assemblage-and

sent to Rome with appropriate resolutions.
were given in other centers.

Similar expressions of approval

From several sources came suggestions for

more formal relations.

Specifically, many .Americans, living in Rome,
12
echoed the sentiments for representation there.
President Polk was responsive to the idea.

In his message to Con-

gress of December 7, 1847, he stated: "The Secretary of State has admitted
8Jl estimate to defray the expense of opening diplomatic relations with the
Papal States.

The interesting political events now in progress in these

states, as well as a just regard to our commercial interests, have, in

my

opinion, rendered such a measure highly expedient. 1113 We have noted above
that "commercial" returns from trade with the Papal States were slight
when this government was represented by a mere Consul.
14
during the years that Ministers served in Rome, .

They fared no better

121eo F. Stock, United States Ministers to the Pa al States:
Instructions and Des atches 18 8-1868 Washington, D.C.: Catholic University
Press, 1933, pp. xxi-xxii.
13James D. Richardson, ed., A Com ilation of the Mess es and Pa ers
of the Presidents 1 8 -1 OB, 11 vols. New York: Bureau of National
Literature, Inc., 1909 , 4:551. During the first half of the nineteenth
century, Europe was a predomin8Jltly agricultural area which exported not only
grain and cattle but such raw materials as iron, from Spain 8Jld Sweden, and
wool, flax 8Jld raw silk for processing in British factories. The industrialization of continental Europe was hampered by the tendency of the property classes to invest their capital in land, and by the lack of the resources which abounded in Great Britain.
1 ~e .Americ8Jl Ministers and their tenures are listed in Appendix B.
0

-8-

Items appearing in the deficiency appropriations bill during that
session of Congress, provided for "an outfit and the salary of a Charge" at
the Roman Court •

.Although the items were retained, they were violently

opposed in the House by Lewis C. Levin of Pennsylvania.

In the Senate,

Badger of· North Carolina accused Polle and his party of pandering to the
Catholic vote, but, on the whole, the opposition was based on the opi_nion
that the political and commercial needs of the situation were adequately
oared for by the consulate already established.

The requested appropriation

was finally approved by a vote of 137 - 15 in the House, and in the Senate,
by

1
a margin of 36 - 7. 5
The initial appropriation called for a Charge d 1 Affaires.

Jacob L.

Martin, the first appointee, served from April 1, 1848 until his untimely
death in Rome on August 26th of the same year.

Ma.rtin 1 s Instruction No. 2,

dated April 5, 1848, from Secretary of State James Buchanan, contained
several paragraphs worthy of note.

Buchanan wrote:

There is one consideration which you ought always to keep in view
in your intercourse with the Papal authorities. Most, if not all, of the
governments which have Diplomatic Representatives at Rome are connected
with the Pope as the Head of the Catholic Church. In this respect the
Government of the United States occupies.an entirely different position.
It possesses no power whatever over the question of religion. All
denominations of Christians stand on the same footing in this oountry,and every man enjoys the inestimable right of worshipping his God
according to the dictates of his own conscience. Your efforts therefore,
will be devoted exclusively to the cultivation of the most friendly
civil relations with the Papal Government, and to the extension of the
commerce between the two countries. You will carefully avoid even the
appearance of interfering in ecclesiastical questions, whether these
relate to the United States or any other portion of the world. It
might be proper, should you deem it advisable, to make these views
known, on ~ome suitable occasion, to th~. Papal Government; so that
there may be no mistake or misunderstanJing on this subject.
Our direct relations with the Papal States can only be of a commercial character. The spirit of reform which is now abroad in Italy will
15
congressional Globe, XVIII, pp. 5'(,, 418-421, 430-431, 439-445, 462,
476-477, 509-514, 520-521; and Appendix, pp, 403-410 and 437-445.

-9doubtless lead to the removal or reduction of those ancient restrictions
upon trade which a.re opposed to the genius of the age and the true interests of the people. We have learned already that a more liberal
coIIIIllercial policy begins to pervade Italy. On this subject you a.re instructed to report to the Depa.rtm gt the most full and accurate information which you can obtain • • •1
Lewis Cas_s, Jr. was appointed to _fill Martin's post and he arrived
in Rome April 2, 1849-

This son of a former Secretary of War, Minister to

France, Senator from Michigan, and Secretaxy of State (1857~1860) 17
impresses the reader of his despatches as having been an observer of great
perception.

He was promoted to the rank of Minister Resident in 1854. 18

It should be remembered that the very yea.rs of Cass 1 s service
coincided with the period when Italy was torn by internal strife generated
by struggle for unification.

The despatches of Cass to the State Department

reveal_that he was sedulously wooed to present his credentials to the
provisional government.

Guiseppe Mazzini, one of the leading figures
-

agitating for a United Italian Republic, did not draw back from importuning
the American, personally.

Shortly after the erection of the provisional

republic, Cass was visited by the Prussian Minister in company with the
Secretary of the French Legation.

The object of these gentlemen was to

dissuade Cass from presenting his credentials to -t;he party.in power.

The

wily Cass put them all off. 19
16

Stock, United States Ministers, pp. 2-4.

17Richa.rd S. Patterson, ed., The Secretaries of State: Portraits and
Bio'1;a:llical Sketches (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1956),
PP• 8- 9. Although Pius IX had fled Rome for Gaeta November 24, 1948, the
American gov?rnment had ordered Cass to aasume his cCassJ duties in RomG in
expectation of the eventual return of the Pope. Pius returned April 12, 1850.
18 stock, United States Ministers, p. 100.
19 Ibid., pp. 28-29.

-10Buchanan was not convinced as to the stability of the Republic as
witness his instruction to Cass under date of Februaxy 16, 1849:

11

• •

from the political condition of the Papal States, at the present time, it
is not deemed proper that you should deliver this letter [a Letter of Cre•denceJ ,either to the Minister of For_eign Affairs of ·Pius

IX; or of the·

existing Go-vernment at Rome, without further instructions •

. ..,20

Cass was finally able to present his credentials to the Cardinal
Secretary of state on November 16, 1849,

He was graciously received and

took the opportunity to deliver a short address.

He said, in part,

11

• •

I feel myself honored in being charged by the President of the United
states to convey to the government of the Pope, the assurances of the respect entertained by the people and government of the United states for
His Holiness, and the interest they feel in the prosperity·of the Roman
states • • •

.,21

Minister Cass was able to secure the right of public worship in
22
Rome for Protestant citizens of the United States.
When the cargo of the
Roman Bark, Jenn.y, was threatened with discriminatory duties at a United
states 1 port, l::le wrote to Secretary of-State Lewis Cass, Sr.;urging that.
the same privileges should be extended to Pontifical vessels as·those·
23
granted to ships of other nationalities by the Papal Government,
Early in 1857, Cass had written to Washington profe=ing his resignation,

Due to difficulty in securing a successor, his request was not

granted until July 21, 1858,

John P, Stockton, a New Jersey lawyer who was

20 stock, United States Ministers, p. 17,
21 Ibid,, pp. 60-61,
22 Ibid,, PP• 64-65,
23 Ii "d
116
OJ.

• '

p•

•

-11later to serve as United States Senator from that state, assumed his station
as .American Minister Resident in late November, 1858. 24
The outbreak of the .American Civil War led to arduous efforts by the
Confederacy to secure recognition from foreign powers and the Holy See was
··not· neglected in this regard. _. When: the Pope showed no signi:f of ..extending ·
such recognition, Bishop Patrick _N. Lynch· of Charleston_, in April 1864, was
appointed Confederate Commissioner to the States of the Church.
primary duty was to press for formal recognition.

Lynch's

The Lynch mission was

doomed to failure and he departed for France late in 1864.

The Bishop

returned to Rome, the following year, but met with no greater success.

The

friendship and sympathy of the Pontifical government were definitely directed toward the Federal Union both during and after the Civil War.
'Following the Confederate capitulation, Bishop Lynch approached our
Minister, Rui'u.s King, through a mutual friend to learn -what conditions must
be met to permit his return to his See in .America.

King mentioned this to

Cardinal .Antonelli,Secretary of State, -who replied that Lynch had never
been received or recognized in any way as an accredited representative of
the Confederate States of .America and like every other good Catholic
resident in the United ·states, he was bound to honor, re.spect, and obey the
constituted authorities of the government under -wh~se protection he lived. 25
lzynch finally requested a personal interview with King -who informed
24stock, United States Ministers, p. 125. John P. Stockton was a
descendant of Richard Stockton, an English Quaker, -who settled in Long
Island befor~ 1656.
25Alfred C. Rush, c.s.S.R., "Diplomatic Relations: the United States
and the Papal States, 11 The .American Ecclesiastical Review ·cxxvr (January,
1952):20-21;-For a detailed account see Leo F. Stock, Consular Relations
Between the United States and the Pa al States (Washington, D.C.: .Amerio=
Catholic Historical Association, 1945.

-12him that he must take the oath of allegiance to the United States and make

his peace with the Federal authorities.

The unhappy prelate ultimately

sailed for Havana from which place he planned to make a plea to Washington
for amnesty.

His exile ended with his return to Charleston, where he

resumed his duties as Bishop and served in that· capacity -ilritil his death
.
26
on February 26, 1882.
One more interesting event occurred before formal diplomatic relations between the United States and the Papal Goverr>.ment were severed.
John H. Surratt, one of the suspected conspirators in Lincoln's assassination, was discovered serving under an assumed name as a Papal Zouave.

At

the req_uest of the .American authorities, Surratt was arrested by the Papal
officials only to escape and make his way to Alexandria, Egypt, where he

was finally seized and returned to the United States.

His subseq_uent trial

ended in a hung jury. 27

In a despatch dated February 7, 1867, Secretary of State William H.
Seward unexpectedly intimated to General King that the office of the United
States Minister might be eliminated.

The Secretary alluded to the possi-

·bility that Congress -would not allow the appropriation for the "Roman · · ·
mission. 1128 Nothing further about the matter was divulged to King until,
as he reported to Seward under date of March 30, 1867, he had read the
announcement of the cutting off of the funds for the Roman Legation in the
Civil and Diplomatic Appropriation Bill. _The official State Department
despatch which informed King of the closing of the American Minister's office effective as of June 30, 1867, reached the Minister on April 12.
26Stock, United States Ministers, pp. 342-343•
27Ibid., p. :xxxviii.
28 Ib:Ld., p. 4l2.

-13. It was dated March 11, 1867.

29

King acknowledged receipt of the closing notification while the

Secretaxy of the Legation, J. C. Hooker protested the withdrawal of American
diplomats in a letter to F. W. Seward, Acting Secretary of state.

The

--united States· failed to official-ly notify either the· Papai Secretariat of
state or the Pope of the discontinuance of relations.

In fac.t, William H.

Seward advised the emba=ass~d Minister that he need not explain anything
to the Cardinal Secretaxy of State.30
Among the factors influencing the decision by Congress to terminate
the· mission should be mentioned the growing American sympathy for a united
Italy, religious feeling and a manifestation of the quarrel between Congress
and President .Andrew Johnson.

Stokes and Pfeffer, outstanding authorities

on Church-State relations in America, allege another reason for the shutdown.
They state that the American Protestants in Rome had been harrassed by the
1
police.3
Both Hooker and King denied the allegations concerning the closing
of the Protestant chapel, and King further urged the S'ecretaxy of State to
make public his lengthy denial _of the charges as set· forth in his Despatch
No.

83,

·Feb~~ 18, 1867.

The denial had already been presented to the

House of Representatives at King 1 s request. 32
informing the public has been found.

No reply to his appeal for

It is interesting to read the same

stereotyped accusation in Stokes and Pfeffer despite the availability of
General King 1 s official refutation.
29stock, United States Ministers, pp. 423-424.
30ibid., p. 426.
31 Anson P. Stokes and Leo Pfeffer, ; .Church and State in the United
states (New York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. ?.7 •

32congressional

Globe, XXXVII, pp. ',850-851, 882-886, 890.

King formaJ.ly resigned as Minister on January 1, 1868.

He was

without funds and was fortunate to obtain the position of Deputy Collector
of Customs for the Port of New York.

In a private letter to William H.

Seward written from the Customs House, he reiterated his anger that the
unfounded rumors · of'·the Pqpe I s· ill treatment of .American Protestants still·•
persisted and remarked, "I did my best,. at the time, and have. endeavored
.
repeatedly, since, to co=ect the misapprehensions which prevailed on this
subject, but, apparently, without the slightest effect. 11 33
The Act of Congress which provided that "no money hereby or otherwise appropriated shall be paid for the support of an P.merican Legation in
Rome, from and after the thirtieth day of June, eighteen hundred and sixty
seven, n34 brought to a close an officiaJ. relationship of twenty yea.rs.
· The PapaJ. States fell in 1870 after a token resistance.

For many

centuries the Popes had borne temporaJ. sway over a te=itory stretching
across mid-Italy from sea to sea and comprising some 17,000 square miles.
Now, the Papal States were incorporated into the ItaJ.ian Kingdom and
reduced in size to about one hundred and eight acres.
After a delay of many y(;la.rs, t)l.e Holy See and the Italian Government .
signed the historic Lateran Treaty on February 11, 1929.

The treaty's most

important fe&.tures were the juridicaJ. recognition of the internationaJ.
personaJ.ity of the Holy See, ItaJ.ian recognition of the independent State of
Vatican City, and a guarantee that Vatican neutraJ.ity would be respected.
It, aJ.so, granted speciaJ. concessions to the Church such as recognition of
Catholicism

as

the official religion of the State and payment of the

33Stock, United States Ministers, p. 435.
34united States Statutes At Large, XIV, p. 4l2.

-1.5salaries of the clergy by the government.

Pietro Cardinal Gasparri signed

for the Vatican -and Premier Benito Mussolini for ItaJ.y. 3.5
While there has never been an officiaJ. representative from the
Vatican to the United States Government, there has been, since 1893, a
Vatican representati.ve to the American Catholic Church in the ·person of an
Apostolic Delegate whose duties are purely ecclesiasticaJ..

In

18.53, Arch-

bishop Cajetan Bedini paid a visit to the United states, en route to Brazil.
He had been instructed by Cardinal Antonelli, the Papal Secretary of state,
to explore the possibility of establishing a nunciature in this country.
Such an embassy would have given the Pope a regular diplomatic mission here
vis-~vis the American Minister then stationed in Rome.

In

addition, the

Archbishop was to investigate certain Church problems which had arisen.
Although he was cordiaJ.ly received by government officiaJ.s in Washington,
he became the target of certain anti-papaJ. ItaJ.ian emigres, abetted by
·
36
Know-Nothings.
Bedini 1 s visit was ill-timed and came to nought.
The Holy See petitioned the American hierarchy in 188.5 on the
advisability of establishing relations with the United States.

At the time,

.the most -eminent Catholic Prelate in America, James CardinaJ. Gibbons, Archbishop of BaJ.timcre, opposed any communication between Pope and President,
except for ceremoniaJ. letters.

Indeed, the sole American Bishop seeming

to favor direct relations was Archbishop John Ireland of St. Paul.

During

a visit to Rome in 1886-1887, Gibbons reiterated his arguments against the
3.5George Seldes, The Vatican: Yesterday - Today - Tomo=ow (New_
York: Harpe:r·· & Brothers, 1934), pp. 388-309.

36Theodore Roemer, The Catholic Church in the United states (st.
Louis, Mo.: Herder, 19.50), p.

242.

-16establishment of further contacts.

He pointed out that a:n:y such move might

be interpreted as being against the .American principle of the separation
of Church and State.37
However, Pope Leo XIII officially established the Apostolic Dele38
gation _in Washingt_on-on January 21, 1893•
The first Delegate was Archbishop Francesco Satolli.39
Despite the misgivings of Gibbons and others, there has never been
a:n:y adverse public reaction to the presence of an Apostolic Delegate in

the United States.

The Delegate receives no official government recognition

but acts in purely ecclesiastical affairs within the Catholic Church.

With-

in the political framework of this nation, the arrangement has succeeded.40
The present encumbent of the office is Archbishop Jean Jadot, a Belgian,
and the sole non-Italian to occupy the post. 41

37John Tracy Ellis, The Life of James Cardinal Gibbons Archbisho
of Baltimore: 1834-1921, 2 vols. Milwaukee: Bruce, 1952, 1:595-596.
38william J. Lallou, The Fifty Years of the Apostolic Delegation,
Was~on, D.C., 1893-1943°(Paterson, New Jersey: St. Anthony Guild Press,
1943, P• 1.
39The Apostolic Delegates and their tenures are listed in appendix C.
401al~lou, Fifty Years of the Apostolic Delegation, pp. 6-11,
41Norbert Dorsey,
PP• 32-35,

11
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TAYLOR APPOINTMENT

Periodically, during the nineteenth century, and since the closing
of the American legation in Rome, June

30, 1867, rumors had circulated in

this country regarding the possibility of a reestablishment of official
relations between the United States and the Papacy.

An Apostolic Delegate

had resided in Washington since 1893, but his functions were purely ecclesiastical.

These rumors came to the fore in 1936 upon the occasion of a

personal visit to the United states by the then Secretary of State, Eugenio
Cardinal Pacelli.
The Cardinal toured much of the country, visiting such historic
shrines as Mount Vernon and the like.

Shortly before sailing for home, he

lunched privately with President Franklin D. Roosevelt at Hyde Park.

In-

stantly, newspaper reporters began speculating as to the subjects discussed
by Roosevelt and his clerical guest.

Among the suggested items of discus-

sion were the actions of the Reverend Charles E. Coughlin, famed "radio
priest, 11 who had earlier been an enthusiastic admirer of the New Deal, but
who had lately become a gadfly to Roosevelt, and the regularization of
American-Roman relations.

Historian George Q. Flynn asserted that the

President and Cardinal Pacelli had probably discussed the feasibility of "
sending an ambassador from the United States to the Vatican. 1
1 George

However,

Q. Flynn, American Catholics and the Roosevelt Presidency:
1932-1936 (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1968), p. 217.
-17-

-18since neither party ever revealed the contents of their conversation, it
has remained in the area of speculation.

Scarcely three years later,

Cardinal Pacelli was elected Pope and assumed the name of Pius XII.
During the summer of 1939, President Roosevelt discussed the matter
of ·United States-Vatican :relations ~th ·secretary of· State Cordell Hull
and Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles;
presented a vivid account of this event.

Secretary Hull in his Memoirs

He wrote in pa.rt:

Meanwhile the President had been talking over with us a project to
establish some kind of relations with the Vatican. In early July, nearly
two months before the outbreak of the war, Welles and I had discussed
the advantages that might be gained through such relations. We felt
that the Vatican had many sources of information, particularly with
regard to what was occurring in Germany, Italy, and Spain, which we did
not possess.2

At Hull 1 s suggestion, Welles wrote a personal letter to the .American
.Ambassador to Italy, William Phillips, requesting his opinion on the subject •
.Ambassador Phillips responded immediately, saying that he believed "that the
resumption of diplomatic relations with the State Department would be a new
source of political information of the highest importance. 11

"I believe,

too, 11 :Mr. Phillips said, "that by renewing our relations we would be supporting the Holy See in its well-known efforts to preserve peace in Europe
at a moment of great tension. 11

He also suggested that a Protestant should

be·chosen as the .American representative?

Under Secretary of State Welles

forwarded the letter to the President.
The Secretary of state cautioned the President against designating
a regular ambassador and urged him to limit the appointment to a personal
,]

representative from himself to the Pope.

Both men agreed that the emissary

2
cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, 2-vols. (New York:
Macmillan Company, 1948), 1:713.
3Ibid., l:713.

-19should be a Protestant,

Great Britain, which had had a Minister at the

Vatican since 1914, had also followed the procedure of naming a Protestant
as the incumbent.

The Secretary of State pointed out, too, that i f the

President "took this step, he should simultaneously enlist the similar
cooperation of the .American leaders of other.· churches; 114

·

A month after the war broke out in Europe, Roosevelt sent Cordell

Hull a long memorandum advancing the probability that whenever it ended:
, , , there would be a very large number of refugees, Christians
as well as Jewish, coming from many countries, including even England,
France, and Italy. I am wondering, therefore, i f you and I should not
begin the consideration, while the war is still on, of discussing the
whole subject with the Vatican and with the representatives of the
Federal Council of Churches in .America and some similar organizations
in Europe. The contact •witg the Jews had already been made through
the Myron Taylor Committee,
The President emphasized the theory that his idea would place the entire
refugee problem on a broad religious foundation,

At this ti.me, he apparent-

ly based his suggestion of a diplomatic envoy to the Pope on the refugee

question alone,

Later, the importance of the Vatican in possible peace

negotiations would be stressed by him,
On the evening of December 22, 1939, President Roosevelt personally

telephoned Myron C, Taylor asking him to undertake the mission of Personal
Representative to the Pope, 6 Taylor, retired Chairman of the Boa:rd of the
United States Steel Corporation, was then serving as the President's Personal
½lull, Memoirs, 1:713-714,
~on C. Taylor, ed,, Wartime Corres ondence between President
Roosevelt and Pope Pius XII (New York: Macmillan Company, 1947, PP• 3-4, •
Mr, Taylor was at the ti.me serving as the President's Personal Representative on the Intergovernmental Committee on Political Refugees.
6Myron C. Taylor was born in Lyons, New York on January 18, 1874,
He was a lawyer and industrialist who served the United States Government,
without remuneration, in various capacities. He retired from all public
activities in 1953 and died May 6, 1959,

-20-

Representative on the Intergovernmental Committee on Political Refugees.
His work on that Committee had brought him in contact with the Vatican
which was an active center for refugee discussions.

This experience plus

the fact that he owned a villa in Florence at which he spent his vacations,
and his being a prominent Episcopalian, all ·combined, to make h:i..m--the :i._deal.
choice.
After Mr. Taylor had accepted this new assignment, he stated that
he was "greatly honored" in being selected as the President I s emissary to
the Vatican.

He commented that he was inspired at the thought of holding

· conferences with the Pope,
will ••

II

11 •

•

in the cause of world peace and good

"No cause, 11 he said, "would find any one of us more willing to

serve to the utmost of his ability. 11

He continued:

·ram-doubly pleased that the opportunity comes.through the field
of religion, that great cornerstone on which civilization and man's
dearest hopes for the future have and must rest if human destiny is
to achieve its ultimate triumph over the forces of evil.
I am emboldened to refer to a remark made to me by His Holiness in
a personal conversation at our home in New York about two years ago,
in effect that in the days to come all the forces of religion would
need to align themselves together against a revivaJ. of paganism if our
civilization were to be saved.
How true a prophecy that was, current world events ;tlll bring home
to_ every right-thinking man. _ It will lead him to the question, how can
I serve? That will overshadow every thought.
Our generation is too well grounded in the fundamental principles
of justice, charity and brotherly love to even consider any evasion
of such a duty, and when the call comes, all will serve. My call has
come. I seek to serve usefully. That we may succeed in our efforts
is my"Christmas Prayer.7
Because Congress might well balk at approving the expenditures entailed in the new mission, the wealthy Mr. Taylor agreed to pay all his
own expenses.

However, he did insist that ambassadorial rank be confe=ed

on him, which was done.
_7New York Times, 25 December 1939, p. 2.

-21On

December 23, 1939, President Roosevelt addressed a Christmas

letter to Pope Pius XII.

Secretary of State Cordell Hull sent a cable to

Ambassador William Phillips in Italy, on the same day, giving him the text
of this message which would be made public on the next day, and of the
··:Presiden"\; 1 s intention to announce the appointment of Myron C. Taylor ashis representative to the Vatican.
The President wrote to the Pope, in part:
Because the people of this nation have come to a realization that
time and distance no longer exist in the older sense, they understand
that that which harms one segment of humanity harms all the rest. They
know that only by friendly association between the seekers of light
and the seekers of peace everywhere, can the forces of evil be overcome.
In these present moments, no spiritual leader, no civil leader can
move forward on a specific plan to terminate destruction and build
anew. Yet, the time for that will surely come.
It is, therefore, my thought that though no given action or given
time may now be prophesied, it is well that we encourage a closer
association between those in every part of the world - those in religion and those in government - who have a common purpose.
I am, therefore, suggesting to Your Holiness that it would give me
. great satisfaction to send to you my personal representative in order
that our parallel endeavors for peace and the alleviation of suffering
may be assisted.a
Similar letters were sent, at the same time, to Dr. George A. Buttrick, President of the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America,
and to Rabbi Cyrus Adler, President of the j"ewish Theological Seminary of
America, except that they were invited to discussions with the President
instead of being asked to receive his person.al representative.9
Pope Pius acknowledged the Presidential letter and indicated his
acceptance of Mr. Taylor in a reply dated January 7, 1940:
The memorable message that Your Excol!l.lency was pleased to have
forwarded to Us on the eve of the Holy Feast of Christmas has brightened
8

Taylor, Wartime Correspondence, pp. 18-19.

·9Hull, Memoirs, 1:714-715.

-22with a ray of consolation, of h~pe and confidence, the suf'fering, the
heart-rending fear and the bitterness of the peoples caught up in the
vortex of war. For this all right-minded men have paid you the
spontaneous tribute of their sincere gratitude.
We have been deeply moved by the noble thought contained in your
note, in whioh the spirit of Christmas and the desire to see it applied
to the great human problems have found such eloquent expression; and
fully persuaded of its extraordinary importance. We lost no time in
-oommunicating it to the distinguished gathering present that very
morning in the Consistorial Hall of this Apostolic Vatican.Palace,
solemnly expressing before the world, Catholic and non-Catholic alike,
Our appreciation of this courageous document, inspired by a far-seeing
statesmanship and a profound human sympathy •
• • • In such circumstances We shall find a special satisfaction,
as We have already informed Your Excellency, in receiving with all the
honor due to his well-known qualifications and to the dignity of his
important mission, the representative who is to be sent to Us as the
faithful interpreter of your mind regarding the procuring of peace
and the alleviation of suf'ferings consequent upon the war. 10
On

February 14, 1940, President Roosevelt despatched the following

letter to Pius XII which served to introduce Myron C. Taylor in his new
capacity:

In my letter of December 23, 1939, I had the honor to suggest that
it would give me great satisfaction to send to You my own representative in order that our parallel endeavors for peace and the alleviation
of suf'fering might be assisted. Your.Holiness was good enough to reply
that the choice of Mr. Myron C. Taylor as my representative was acceptable and that You would receive him.
I am entrusting this special mission to Mr. Taylor who is a very old
friend of mine, and in whom I repose the utmost confidence. His humanitarian efforts in behalf of those whom political disruption has -rendered
homeless are well known to Your Holiness. I shall be happy to feel that
he may be the channel of communications for a:ny views You and I may wish
to exchange in the interest of concord among the peoples of the world.
I am asking Mr. Taylor to convey my cordial greetings to You, my old
and good friend, and my sincere hope that the common ideals of religion
and humanity itself can have united expression for the re-establishment
of a more permanent peace on the foundations of freedom and an assurance
of life and integrity of all nations under God. 1
Mr, Taylor departed for Rome on February 16, 1940, with instructions
~

to undertake discussions concerning four pritlciples, namely, freedom of
10

Taylor, Wartime Co=espondence, pp. 21-23.

11
Fra:nklin D. Roosevelt, F.D.R. His "Personal Letters 1 28-1
2 vols. ed. Elliott Roosevelt (New York: Duell, Sloan & Pearce, 1950 ,
2:1000-1001.

-23religion, freedom of communication of news and knowledge, reduction of
axmaments, and freedom of international trade,

An early end to hostilities

was another major point of concern that was to be explored,

Upon his arrival,

Taylor emphasize.d the fact that his mission was from the President to the
·Pope personally.and ·not to the Holy See·as a Sovereign State.

Mr. Harold.

as

Mr. Taylor's

• H, Tittma.nn, of the .American Foreign Service, was assigned
assistant. 12

At the very same time that Taylor was asked to go to the Vatican,
Sumner Welles was requested to make a special survey of conditions in Europe.
President Roosevelt felt that "since the invasion of Poland, he had been
·mulling over the thought that he, as President of the United States, might
be able to take steps to hasten an end to hostilities before they could
spread further, 111 3
The governments of France, Germany, Great Britain and Italy had
agreed to receive Welles, so he proceeded on his journey,

Fµ:st, he con-

fe=ed with Mussolini in Rome, then he went to Berlin to talk with Hitler;
later, he met with Daladier in France, and finally, in London, where he.
spoke with Prime Minister Chamberlain,

He was, also,· able to learn the

views of Winston Churchill who was then serving briefly as First Sea Lord.
Welles found that the British, French, and German leaders were unanimous
in agreeing that the war must go _on, while Mussolini refused to commit
himself as to any future acts by Italy as far as entering the war,

Welles

discovered strong anti-war sentiment in Italy from Foreign Minister Count
12
Taylor,.Wartime Co=espondence, PP• 5-6.
1 3oscar Halecki and James F. Murray, Jr,, Eugenio Pacelli: Pope of
Peace (New Yo:ck: Lion Library Editions, 1956), p, 124,

-24Ciano, the Royal Family, high military officials, the Church, and others. 14
Despite all the evidence of the unpopularity of the war among
Italians, as revealed by Sumner Welles, by April the Cardinal Secretary of
state, Maglione, was urging .Ambassador Taylor to exhort President Roosevelt
to increase his pressure on Mussolini ~o abstain from hostilities.

Roosevelt

complied by sending the Duce a message warning him that "a further extension
of the area of hostilities would necessarily have far-reaching and unforeseeable consequences, not only in Europe, but also in the Near and the Far
East, in Africa, and in the three .Americas. 1115
Mussolini was not to be dete=ed from his course, and spu=ed on by
reports of new German victories in Belgium and Holland, his government entered the war against Britain and France on June 10, 1940.

Hull attributed

Mussolini's foolhardiness to Roosevelt's increased determination not to let
the beseiged democracies go under. 16
The entry into the war by Italy defeated the joint efforts of
Pius XII and the President to restrict the spread of the conflict.

None-

theless, historian John S. Conway saw this defeat as serving "to strengthen
the affinities between Pius and the .American representatives. nl 7
Taylor was forced by illness to return to the United states in
August 1940.

He ca=ied a note to the President from the Pope which de-

clared His Holiness I s "distinct sense of comfort in the thought that We
1

4Sumner Welles, The Time for Decision (New York: Harper & Bros.,
1944), PP• 73-74°
l5Hu11; Memoirs, 1:779•
16
1

Ibid., P• 785.

7John s. Conway, ":t,zyron Taylor's Mission to the Vatican, 19401950," Church History 44 (March 1975):89.

shall not be without the support of the President of the United States in
the pursuit of a golden era of Christian concord dedicated to the spiritual
and material improvement of humanity. 1118
Germany• s attack on Russia in the s·.:umner of 194l placed both Pontiff
and President in a position highly susceptible to the possibility of misunderstanding.

According to Conway, the Nazis now expected the approbation

of both Pius and the German Catholic hierarchy for this campaign against
atheistic Bolshevism, and were angered when no such approval was forthcoming.
The Fascisfs in Italy tendered similar suggestions. 19 The Pope refused to
abandon his neutral stance, but Roosevelt recognized the increased danger
to this country should the Germans triumph over the Soviets.

.American

Catholics had long been diametrically opposed to Communism whether abroad
or at home.

The President realized that he had to try to overcome this anti-

pathy on the part of millions of .American citizens.

Therefore, Taylor was

instructed to return to Rome to seek a moderation or even withdrawal of the
papal interdicts. 20
At his first audience with the Pope, Mr. Taylor pointed out the
recent assurances of the Soviet Government that religious freedom, as portrayed in the Soviet Constitution, would be observed.

Furthermore, he said,

Roosevelt was trying to get the Russians to make a forthright declaration
in this regard, and meanwhile it would be gratifying if .American Catholics
18
Taylor, Wartime Co=espondence, pp. 35-36.
19com.~y, Taylor 1 s Mission, p. 90.
20 Pius XI, Pope, Divini Redemptoris (Paramus, N.J.: Paulist-Newman
Press, 1957). This Papal Encyclical of Pope Pius XI, dated March 19, 1937,
forbade Catholics from aiding atheistic Communism in a:nyway whatsoever.
In the light c,f the world situation, the Vatican acquiesced by interpreti-og
the extension 9f .American Lend-Lease as aiding the Russian people rather
than Communisn,.

-26were encolll'.'aged to stop their opposition to the President's policies.
pite

Des-

his misgivings as to the t:rue attitude of the Russians, the Pope or-

dered that the Apostolic Delegate in Washington, Archbishop Cicognani, be
immediately a.a.vised to impress upon .American Catholics the difference between opposition to Communism and permissible support of the people of
Russia in their distress.

Archbishop John McNicholas, spokesman for the

.American Catholic Hierarchy, issued a pastoral letter to this effect.

The

letter received much coverage in the press. 21
Mr. Taylor shortly returned to the United States bearing with him

the plea of the Pope that the .Americans ask their British friends to refrain
from bombing Rome which the British military had threatened to do.

Taylor

relayed this message to both Prime Minister Chlll'.'chill and Foreign Secretary
Anthony Eden who promptly rejected the idea.

London's attitude was that

the Pope was far too friendly to the Axis. 22

The question of the possible

bombing of Rome was to arise again.
The Pope had spoken about his long-range goal of bringing a permanent peace, which could be in contrast to the situation in 1919 when the
Vatican was told plainly by the victorious Allies in Paris that its advice

was unwelcome.

He was encolll'.'aged by Taylor's personal attitude, to believe

that his own "skillful" diplomacy, reinforced by Roosevelt, might bring
about a cessation of the fighting, and help inslll'.'e a permanent and just
23
peace as we11.
21 Comra.y,
·
Taylor's Mission, p. 90. '
22

Ibid., p. 91. The British Foreign Office contrasted sharply the
Pope's readiness to protest publicly against any possible damage to historic
· buildings in Rome with his refusal to condemn the well-attested crimes of
aggression committed by the Nazis.
2

3conway, Taylor's Mission, P• 91.

-27The entry of the United States into the war in December, 1941,
crushed these hopes.

Now the President was not a peace partner, rather

he had become a protagonist of war.

Virtually the sole neutral left, the

Vatican found itself subject to ever increaging pressures to take one side
or the other. 24 The .Americans made so bold as to demand that the ·Holy See
should forthrightly exert its moral influence on behalf of them and their
allies crying that its failure to do so

11

is endangering its moral prestige

and is undermining faith both in the Church and in the Holy Father himself."
Since the outbreak of the war in 1939, the Pope had maintained his neutral
stance and knew very well that every pronouncement or gesture would be
exploited to prove his partiality; hence, from 1942 onwards he stubbornly
held his tongue. 25
Ta;vlor 1 s benign assurances of the President 1 s devotion to peace now
contrasted sharply with Roosevelt 1 s failure to prevent the spreading of
the war.

The ~asy successes of the Axis powers in early 1942 and the ina-

bility of the United States to make any meaningful military gesture increased
the pessimism of the Pope and his advisors as to the outcome of the conflict.
The Vatican•s refusal to condone the German invasion of Russia proved that
the Holy See thought Nazism to be an even greater threat to religion and
peace than Communism.

Because of this menace, the Pope was most anxious

that the Nazis be defeated in the shortest possible time. 26
The state Department strongly pressed Taylor to return to Rome and
2~eutrality is the quality or state of being neutral; the condit'ion
of being uninvolved in contests or controversies between others; state of
refraining from taking part on either side.
25Foreign Relations of the United States, 1942, 3:772.
26Halecki and Murray, Pacelli, pp. 113-114.

-28remain there, doubtless hoping to offset any negative influence the German
Ambassador to the Holy See might have.

In the fall of 1942, Mr. Taylor did

indeed return to Rome for a short visit.

Interestingly, he was able to

travel through enemy territory from the Rome airport to Vatican City thanks
to the consent of the Italian Government.

2

7

On this, his third visit, Taylor. was more forceful than he had been

ori his previous calls.

~e explained the President 1 s views to the Pope

describing the consolidating effect that the Japanese attack had had on the
American people.

As Taylor told Pius:

America 1 s interest was in defense of an ideal of government and a
way of life for itself and for mankind. It sought no political, financial or territorial aggrandisement. It was moving and would move
in harmony with all those who would defend human rights and justice
under the moral law • • • The United States was determined to carry
through until complete victory had been won. The American people were
united in that determination regardless of any normal differences of
interest of belief among them. No indecisive or compromised victory
would suffice; it would signify a partial victory for the .Axis and
could only lead to later resumption of conflict. After full victory,
a just and lasting peace must be made. Until victory, no peace was
possible. The war aims of the United States were peace aims - aims
known to His Holiness and to the world. 28
Conway saw "Taylor 1 s personal authority and credibility" as bolstering the Pope 1 s confidence. 29 This confidence could be seen with the
adoption of a firmer Papal line as the Allies began to reap victories.
Hostile references to Nazism became more pronounced, although, in common
with countless others, Roosevelt 1 s hard line on unconditional surrender

filll.

27Thomas B. Morgan, =Th=e_Li="s~t~e~m=·~i....:!:P;o:::s~t..,_:..;E!:!i:!:l·;;;:,t~e::,:e"'n=--:Ya.:::ec:::a.r=s~on:!...V:!;a:::.t~i~c~an~
(New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1944 , p. 199.
28Tay~_or, Wartime Correspondence, p. 68.
• 29conway, Taylor 1 s Mission, P• 92.

-29distressed him.30

He feared that the future political stability of Europe

would be destroyed should this condition be followed through.

Doubtless,

the chaotic conditions following the First World War were in his mind.
The Taylor visit to Rome so outraged Mussolini that he threatened
to ·talce drastic steps should the Ambassador malce another such trip.

The .

angry dictator suspected that Taylor's mission had been used deliberately
to sow defeatism in the minds of the Italian populace through Vatican influence.

Taylor was not to confer again personally with the Pope until

after the Allied capture of Rome in June 1944.
Despite his inability to return to the Eternal City, Taylor continued an active co=espondence with the Vatican through .Archbishop
Cicognani, the Apostolic Delegate in Washington.

By 1943, two matters of

utmost importance had been discussed; they were the bombing of Rome and
the future of Italy.

The Pope's plea to have Rome designated an "open

city" was supported by Taylor, and he even urged President Roosevelt to
adopt a unilateral position divorcing the United States from the British
stance of refusing to commit themselves to a non-bombing policy.31

In December, 1942, President Roosevelt privately assured the Apostolic
Delegate that he had no wish to bomb Rome, but he could not give any kind of
assurance which might be of value to the enemy.

In a memo to Secretary of

state Hull, dated December 18, 1942, the President noted:
30 Joseph Goebbels, The Goebbels Diaries, 1942-1943, ed. & trans.
Louis P. Lochner (Garden City: Doubleday, 1948), p. 166. In Goebbels
diary entry o{ April 11, 1942, the Nazi Propaganda Minister refe=ed to ,,
Pius XII 1 s enmity for the Axis. Goebbels wrote that it is clear nonsense
for a spiritual and ecclesiastical power to meddle so much in political
and military questions and he even hinted at reprisal after the war.
31
Foreign Relations of the United States, 1942, Europe, 3:791-800,.

-30In further reference to the desire of the Pope that Rome be not
bombed, I reaJ.ly think that England and the United states could agree
not to bomb Rome on condition that the City itself, outside of the
Vatican, be not used in any shape, manner or form either by the Germans
or the Italians for war purposes.
I understand that today most of the Italian Departments have left
Rome with their civil and military personnel, but that Germans, who are
of course aJ.l military, are using Rome as their central headg_uarters.
I should think that we might consider that it·is up to the Vatican
itself to propose that Rome be demilitarized. If that is accomplished
there is no reason for tis to bomb it.32
While Taylor's efforts on behalf of the Vatican had proven successi'ul in preventing the .Americans from following the British, Foreign Secre-

tary Eden bluntly declared:
We have as much right to bomb Rome as the Italians have to bomb
London. We shaJ.l not hesitate to do so to the best of our ability
and as heavily as possible if the course of the war should render
such bombing helpful and convenient.33
By June 16, 1943, Roosevelt had publicly recognized the likelihood of
Rome's becoming a target for aerial bombardment, and he did promise that
should this happen, specific instructions would be given to avoid the
Vatican City area.34
Meanwhile, the Americans had tried to learn if they could depend
upon the Vatican's assistance if any efforts were made to overthrow
Mussolini.

They had recalled the antipathy of Pope Pius to the Duce and

his efforts to prevent Italy from entering the war in the first place.
Although Taylor was the soul of discretion, Mussolini had become increasingly suspicious.

Roosevelt had earlier told the Italian people publicly

that once the German domination of ItaJ.y was ended and the Fascists thrown
out freedom wo.uld be restored to Italy.
32Roosevelt, F.D.R. His Personal Letters, 2:1392.
33Foreign Relations of the United States, 1943, 2:916.
34Taylor, Wartime Co=espondence, pp. 91-92.

-31fill noted, the British absolutely refused to treat Rome as an "open

city" and the Italians likewise rejected the suggestion.

Not unexpectedly,

the United States bombed Rome on July 19, 1943, stating that the bombardment was aimed solely at military targets and railroad yards,
· hundred planes took part.

Some five

Over 1,.500 individuals were killed while an

e_qual number were injured. 3.5

The Pope was driven immediately to the scene

where the greatest number of casualties had occ=ed,

Shortly, thereafter,

he wrote a letter deploring the raid to the Cardinal Vicar of Rome, Francesco Marchetti-Selvaggiani, blaming all belligerents for the tragedy.
AJ.th6ugh the Germans tried to capitalize on the incident for propaganda
purposes, their. efforts failed,3 6
Events now moved swiftly,
six days after the air raid,

M.lssolini was deposed on July 2.5, 1943,

Marshal Pietro Badoglio

concurred with papal

urging to have Rome declared an "open city" and sent an appeal to General
Dwight D, Eisenhower's headquarters in AJ.giers, 37

The message arrived just

in time for the .Americans to call off a subsequent raid.

The British per-

sisted in their reluctance to desist in attacking Rome, and at a conference
in Tunis between Air Marshal Arthur W. Tedder of the RAF and General
Eisenhower, the former interpreted Badoglio 1 s failure to sue for an immediate peace after Mussolini I s departure as indicating that the new Italian
regime intended to continue collaborating with the Nazis.

Eisenhower with-

3.5conway, Taylor's Mission, pp. 9.5-96,
36Morgan, Listening Post, p, 201,
37Francis L, Loewenheim, Harold D. Langley, and Manfred Jonas, eds.,
Roosevelt and Churchill• Their Secret Wartime Corres ondence (New York:
E,P, Dutton, 197.5 , p. 360. The mere designation by a government of an "open
city" carries no more value than a declaration of a paper blockade. In this
case, Rome was never completely demilitarized and was occupied by the
Germans September 10, 1943,

-32stood the British demands until, with no further word having been received
from the Italians, Allied air units again struck Rome on August 13,

The

next day Badologio accepted Eisenhower's terms and Rome was declared an
"open city, 11 38
Allied -troops finally entered Rome on June 4·, 1944, and Ambassador
Taylor was back at his. post in the Vatican by the 21st of the month.

Pope

and diplomat now began to explore the important questions of the reasons
for the insistence by the United Nations upon the unconditional surrender
of Germany, the punishment of war criminals, the need and possible structure
of an international peace organization, the problems surrounding succor of
displaced persons, and the provision of relief in all areas of the war
ravaged world,39
As early as October, 1944, Pope Pius had advanced the question of

possible Vatican membership in the United Nations to Mr. Taylor, but Secretary of State Hull, in conference with others, "while recognizing the worldwide and beneficent influence of the Vatican, 11 concluded that due to the
small size of Vatican City with its attendant inability to undertake certain responsibilities, such as participation in measures of force to preserve or restore the peace, its membership would be inadvisable,4°
Ai'ter the death of President Roosevelt, April 12, 1945, President

Harry S, Truman reappointed Taylor as his Personal Representative in order
38Halecki and Murray, Pacelli, p, 142,
39Tay;J;or, Wartime Co=espondence,

:pp.

103-106.

40Hull, Memoirs, 2:1711-1712. Pius XII never changed his sympathetic
attitude towards the United Nations and he expressed it on several occasions,
He exhibited fear lest the Security Council become an .instrument of domination in the hands of a few powers. He regretted that the name of God wa1o·
not mentioned.in the United Nations charter, Nevertheless, the Vatican
maintains a pBrmanent observer at the United Nations.

-33that the cooperation and support of the Vatican might be continued,
Any honest appraisal of the results of the Taylor mission must,

perforce, admit that its two original goals failed of attainment; that is,
the termination of hostilities and Italy remaining neutral.

On

the plus

side,_ is the fact that. the Taylor mission was in intimate contact· with ·
various representatives:.of .Axis-occupied te=itories or governments-inexile.

These spokesmen were able to furnish their .American counterparts

with··valuable information about conditions in the occupied countries and
even Germany itself.

This intelligence was transmitted to Washington where

it was utilized by the proper authorities,

A specific example is the fact

that while the rest of the world trembled expectantly, in the spring of
1940, believing that Italy was poised to strike either Greece or Yugoslavia,
the United States Government was serene in the knowledge, sent by Taylor,
that the feared attack would not occur then,41
Taylor's skill in securing the tacit agreement of the Pope not to
oppose Lend-Lease to Russia was an accomplishment of major importance,
There can also be no doubt that the close cooperation of the .American and
Papal Governments was the determining factor in saving many priceless
monuments and buildings of Rome from destruction.

However, the rather

naive assertion of Myron C. Taylor that it was his influence which con-.
vinced Ireland, Portugal and Spain to refrain from supporting the .Axis
powers cannot be substantiated, 4 2 There were other forces far outweighing

any he

could muster which kept these three countries neutral,43
41washington Evening Star, 23 April 1940, p, 28.
42conway, Taylor's Mission, p. 99,

43Portugal was historically friendly to Great Britain, while Ireland
was more anti-British than pro-German; as for Spain, the presence of .Amer.Lean
troops nearby posed a warning that could noi, be ignored should the Franco·
Government side openly with the Nazis,

-34other critics saw the Taylor mission as having been worthwhile.
John Conway credits .Ambassador Taylor with having "· •• succeeded in the prime essential of a diplomat, the ability to establish himself in the
confidence of his hosts, while firmly defenning the policies and interestR
of his own cou:htry.· 11 44 Martin F. Hastings found._that "the Taylor mission,
especially during the critical_ years of the war, rendered valuable service
and most satisfactorily fulfilled the expectations of the President. ,,4.5
This decade of one sector of foreign policy has been variously
judged.

Some observers suggest that little of real value was accomplished,

except for the first year or so.

Others discount the "information" value

ascribed to having an ambassador at the Vatican.

Critics in the Vatican

felt that Taylor could have done better by remaining permanently in Rome,
instead of making short periodic visits.

In the meantime, however, it should be enough that two presidents
decided that Taylor was worth his salt.

The Taylor mission is an instance

of 'What can happen 'When a country seeks, by all means within its power,
to implement a far-reaching foreign policy in which superior motives and
humane objectives play a conspicuous part. ·The ten years of"I-zyron C.
Taylor 1 s link with the Vatican shed honor and dignity on .America's world
goals.

44conway,

Taylor 1 s Mission, p. 99.

45Hastings,

United states-Vatican Relations, P• _56.

ClIAPrER

III

REACTION TO TEE TAYLOR APPOINTMENT
In the United States public opinion is a considerable element in
the formulation and implementation of foreign policy; therefore it has
determined, in great measure, this Government's action in regard to the
problem of recognition of and representation at the Vatican.

This chapter

will consider public reaction to the White House appointment of Myron C.
Taylor by President Franklin D. Roosevelt as his Personal Representative
to the Pope.
Hard on the heels of the announcement, the recently established
.American Institute of Public Opinion posed the following question to a
sampling group of American citizens:
Should the United States send an ambassador to the Court of Pope
Pius in Rome as it does to foreign countries?
Thirty-seven per cent of the respondents answered yes; forty-three per cent
answered no; twenty per cent expressed no opinion. 1 The manner in which
the question was framed conveyed the very impressi9n of the Taylor mission
which the president had hoped to avoid.
Initially, American public reaction to the Taylor appointment
appeared to be favorable.

White House Press Secretary Stephen T, Early

announced that of more than four hundred telegrams received at the White

1 Hadley

Cantrill, ed., Public Opinion,
Princeton University Press, 1951), P• 965.

-35-

1935-19h5

(Princeton:

House commenting on Mr. Taylor 1 s assignment, "• •• only four were really
of a critical nature, and these had been based on a misunderstanding that
the President had reestablished diplomatic relations with the Vatican. 112
The Ba.ptist Watchman-Examiner found ,Mr. Early 1 s optimism to be
·premature..

It ·warned, "· • ·• the people· of our· churches, as well as the

common people of .America, will take their time to thillk through this situation. 11 3 While the unanimous approval expressed by such widely syndicated
columnists as Arthur Krock, Raymond Clapper and Jay Franklin, 4 and such
important weeklies as Newsweek5 must be considered, public reaction was,
as nci doubt expected, sharply divided along sectarian lines.
Practically every religious organization of any importance in the
United States reacted quickly.

The Catholic and Jewish faiths, which

generally favored the alliance, will be scrutinized first.

The mixed

reaction of the Disciples of Christ, the Federal Council of the Churches
of Christ in .America and the Presbyterians to the appointment will also
be examined.

Lastly, the sharply negative responses by the Baptists, the

Lutherans and the Methodists will be considered.
Commonweal, edited'by lay·Catholics, ·thought it to be the best
kind of news.

6

Michael Williams, writing in Commonweal, said that his

. fellow Catholics were pleased that "• • • the largest and predominant
weight of Protestant and Jewish opinion so emphatically approved the
2

.

New York Tl.IIles, 25 December 1939, P• 2.

3
watch.nan-Examiner, 4 January 1940, Jp. 9.
~ational Catholic Welfare Conference News Service, l March 1940.
5 11.Ambassador Taylor, 11 Newsweek 15 (Januaryl, 1940) :13.
611

world.•s Men of Good Will, 11 Commomreal 31 (January

5,

1940) :233.

-37presidential scheme. 11

He prophesied that, 11 • • • it may well be that

future historians will record that President Roosevelt's joint letter to
the respective representatives of_the Catholic, Jewish and Protestant
faiths was the event that marked the beginni.ng of the realization of the
ho:pe that ~pired him when he wrote that letter, ·i.e.; world peace· ... 7 .·
The~. a popular national Catholic monthly; commented:
The greatest neutral secular power is thus cooperating with the
greatest moral power in the world in the cause of peace. It is better
that all the forces working for peace should organize and work together
rather than individually. 8
The recently named Catholic Archbishop of New York, Francis J.
Spellman, voiced his approval at some length:
I am very happy that President Roosevelt has harmonized the voice
of Pope Pius XII with his own clarion call for peace among peoples and
nations. It is opportune that on this vigil of the anniversary of the
birth of the Prince of Peace, the President of the United States should
take this action for peace. President Roosevelt is our leader, the
leader of a free people determined on peace for ourselves, desirous of
peace for others. We are a people who believe in, who practice and
defend freedom of religion, freedom in the dissemination of truth,
freedom of assembly, freedom of trade. It is timely ·that our President,
intrepid enunciator of these principles, and champion of them, should
join with other forces for peace, for charitable and humanitarian influences. As an .American, I rejoice in this action of President
Roosevelt. 9
At his investiture at st. Patrick's Cathedral in New York on
· March 12, 1940, Archbishop Spellman declared that "twenty-one millions of
Catholics

•• will prayerfully and gratefully approve this action of the

President

•

still this approval has not been unanimous as might reasonably

have been expected.

The only reason which the non-approvalists seem to have

for their position is the shibboleth of sep.u-ation of Church and State. 11 ··•

7Michael Williams, "Views and Reviews, 11 Commonweal 31 (January 12,
1940):262; (January 5, 1940):243,
811Representative at the Vatican," g~ 19 (February 1940):288'-289,
9
New York Times, 24 December 1939, r,. 6.

-38The prelate reminded his listeners that 11 ••• one of the first sovereign
states to recognize the United states after the Revolutionary War was the
Papal State, and this when the separation of Church and State was recognized
as an .American principle. 1110
A former Rector of the· Catholic University of .America, Bishop J~es·
H. Ryan of Omaha, addressed a letter to the New York Times calling for
regular diplomatic relations between the United States and the Vatican.
He pointed out that the Vatican was a ·sovereign state whose status was
recognized by some thirty-six nations who had diplomats stationed there •.
.Among these governments were France, Great Britain, Italy and Germany.

The

Bishop saw the Vatican as a source of world-wide information not easily
available elsewhere.

He wrote:

• , • the information in the possession of the Holy See is of a
high accuracy no less than of inestimable value to any one able to tap

its. sources •
• • • While it is true that friendly powers can be counted on to
keep us informed, up to a point, of what the Vatican thinks and knows,
yet in the game of international politics full trust cannot be placed
even in our friends. The only sure way to obtain access to the Vatican
is to be represented there, to have built up with the spokesmen of the
Holy See a degree of confidence and intimacy which comes largely from
personal contact, under!fanding and appreciation of each.other's policies and motivations.
·
·
Catholics were by no means one hundred per cent in favor of an
.American representative at the Vatican,

The aged William Cardinal 0 1 Connell,

of Boston, always outspoken in the press, denounced the idea.

Others, per-

haps less prominent, feared that the appointment would stir up religious
10 .
.
"Archbishop Spellman Declares His 'Principles," Catholic World
151 (April 1940):94-95.
11
New York Times, 12 May 1940, p. 8,

-3912
disputes with no practical results,
James A, Farley, a leading Catholic layman, and Roosevelt's first
Post Master General, often served as the President's sounding boa.rd in
matters concerning the Catholic Church,

vlhen Roosevelt mentioned the fact

-that he .was considering .the appointment of a. specia;l envoy to the Vatican,
in mid-December, 1939, Vir. Farley heartily endorsed the idea,

He told the

President that the appointment was bound to be well received, 13
A number of Protestant editors requested Religious News Service to
state the Catholic position on Taylor's mission,

In response, the agency

asked the Reverend J, Elliot Ross, former Catholic Chaplain at the University
of Texas and later at Columbia University to compose an appropriate article,

In his statement, Father Ross attempted to still the fears of those who saw
the appointment as endangering the church-state principle in the United
States,

He expressed agreement that no church in .America should enjoy

preference from the Government, but could see no sign of such preference
in the matter under discussion.

He reminded his readers that the appoint-

ment was of. a temporary nature and committed· this country to nothing.

He

advised those· who might discern a violation·of the Coruititution to turn to
the courts for redress.

In conclusion the writer stated:

, , , Certainly Catholics find the situation so satisfactory in
.America that they a.re not likely to seek a union which inevitably
would mean political interference in the appointment of their bishops,
in the forming of new parishes, and in many other ways, We a.re as
desirous as anybody else to keep a fair field for every religion, and
to let sleeping dogs lie, Catholics a.re a minority of the population,
and, so far as we can tell, are not in any short time to become a
majority. , There is much more probability of the unchurched majority ',
12itobert I, Gannon, The Cardinal Spellman Story (Garden City:
Doubleday, 1962), p. 159,
13James A, Farley, Jim Farley's Stoey: The Roosevelt Yea.rs (New "
York: vlhittlesey House, 1948), p. 218,

seeking an un-American separation of church and state than of the
Catholic minority seeking a union of the Catholic Church and the state,
Why, then, should not every believer in any religion do his bes to
perpetuate the American kind of separation of church and state. 14
The words of Father Ross reechoed the thoughts of James Cardinal Gibbons
so eloquently expressed by that dignitary in his Memoirs nearly thirty years
.. 15
before.
As will be seen later in this chapter, the reaction ~f some Pro-

testant groups bordered on the hysterical, and .Archbishop Spellman was moved
to sigh, "· •• it is disconcerting to hear criticism that implies a preference to have men continue to slay one another rather than have peace
through the cooperation of a Catholic and an Episcopalian. 1116
·Jewish organizations, clerical and lay, in America reacted g_uickly
and most favorably to the invitation of the !Jresident to the leading representatives of the Jewish and Protestant persuasions to meet with him
on the matter of universal peace and on his appointment of l-zyron Taylor
14
J. Elliot Ross, "The Taylor Appointment," The Christian-Evangelist,
(June 13, 1940), pp. 639-640,
l5James Cardinal Gibbons, A Retrospect of Fifty Years, 2 vols.
(Baltimore: John Murphy Co., 1916), 1:210-212, The Cardinal openly rejoiced
in the freedom enjoyed by Catholics here, and noted:
"• •• Sixteen millions of Catholics live their lives on our land
with undisturbed belief in the perfect harmony existing between their
religion and their duties as American citizens.
• • • They love their country with the spontaneous and ardent love
of all patriots, because it is their country, and the source to them of
untold blessings. They prefer its form of government before any other.
They admire its institutions and the spirit of its laws. They accept
the Constitution without reserve, with no desire, as Catholics, to see
it changed in any feature, They can, with a clear conscience, swear
to uphold it.
• • • The separation of Church and State in this country seems to
them the natural, inevitable and best among us, both for the good of
religion and of the State • • • "
16

catholic World 151 (April 1940):94,

as his Personal Representative to Pope Pius

xrr. 17

In New York, such distinguished Rabbis as Samuel H. Goldenson of
Temple Emanu-El and Herbert

s.

Goldstein of the West Side Institutional

Synagogue applauded the letters.

Goldenson_ called the President's messag9s

to ·t)lerelig:i.ous leaders "wisely conceived and permeated.wi"th human seriti-•
ment," while Rabbi Goldstein extolled the President as being the "world's
hope for peace" and called his action "a move of the deepest praise. 1118
A number of Jewish organizations communicated with the vlhite House
during the first week following Taylor's appointment to commend the
President for his efforts on behalf of peace.

On

December 27, 1939, the

Rabbinical Assembly was particularly pleased that Dr. Cyrus Adler had been
singled out to join with the President in his "sacred efforts for world
peace. 1119 The President of the Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of
America, William Weiss, enthusiastically wrote to the President:
Heartily commend your message to Pope Pius and other religious
leaders. Your hopes for ultimate world peace based on equity and
brotherhood are acclaimed in the hearts of all normal and libertyloving people and nations. Your recognition of the spiritual and
moral influence of religious ideals in the permanent solution of
current complex world problems has prophetic background: Not by force
nor by might but by My Spirit, sayeth the Lord of·Hosts! 1
· ·

2

The Synagogue Council of America, which consisted of three of the
four national organizations of Jews in America, namely, the Orthodox,
l 7Alex Karmarkovic, "The Myron C. Taylor Appointment: Background;
Religious Reaction; Constitutionality" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of
M:i.mlesota, 1967), p. 100.
18
New•York Times, 25 December 1939, ·p. 2.
19New York Times, 31 December 1939, p. 10.
20Ib.d
J.

• '

P• 2.

-42Reformed and Conservative, was generaJ.ly considered as the nationaJ. voice
21
of American Jews.
The Council issued a statement laudatory of President
Roosevelt's move:
The world is being morally crippled by a brute force and a violent
injustice wii.ich shows no regard for the freedom of nations and the
:i,na].,ienable rights of human beings. ·Peace cannot co-exist with violence
and injustice.
The world is becoming hardened and indifferent to human suffering
and deaf to the cry of the persecuted and the plea of the refugee. Peace
alone can bring healing to the human spirit and save it from war's moral
insensibility.
The Synagogue Council, therefore, hails the President's recognition
of the place of religion in preparing for peace that must come betimes if
the moral values of our civilizations are not to go down in ruins, and it
thanks the President for his efforts to bring together the gTeat religions
in joint dedication for strengthening the influence of rel~ ion and
righteousness which alone can give hope of world recovery. 2
The American Jewish Committee, which met on January 21, 1940, in New
York, praised the action of the Chief Executive for his wisdom in urging
Catholic, Jews and Protestants to unite with him in striving toward world
peace.

23

The Executive Committee of the Association expressed its reaJ.i-

zation of the futility of war and prayed.that the United States might be
spared its ho=ors.

Dr. Cyrus Adler, President of the American Jewish

Committee, who was the recipient of one of the three Rooseveltian missives,
was reelect~d Committee president. 24

The Jewish Advocate deplored the attitudes of the Protestants who
were arguing for the quick·recall of Mr. Taylor from Rome.

Its editor

21
Frank S. Mead, Handbook of Denominations in the United States (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1961), p, 122.
2

~ew _York Times, 12 January 1940, Ia, 3,
-23
The American Jewish Committee was founded in 1906 to protect
the religious and civil rights of Jews throughout the world,
~,

2
~ew York Times, 22 January 1940, Pc• 13,

-43remarked:
The agitation in some Protestant circles to have Myron Taylor recalled from the Vatican is to be deplored, , • We can 1 t see any possible infringement on the constitutional guarantee for separation of
ch=ch and state in this matter; to the contrary we regard it as a
personal effort on the part of the President to keep informed on the
European situation, to exchange opinions with others who seek p~~ce,
and to explore the roads ahead for restoration of a sane world,
Jews made up an important segment of the National Conference of
Christians and Jews,

For this reason it is appropriate to investigate the

attitude of that organization toward the Taylor mission,

The statement

issued by the National Committee of the National Conference deserves full
quotation:
American Protestants, Catholics and Jews, unreservedly loyal to the
American separation of Cb=ch and State embodied in the Constitution of
the United States, are aware that the appointment of Myron C, Taylor by
President Roosevelt as his personal representative to the Pope, though
made in the interest of world peace, has aroused opposition as well
as approval.
It is not within the province of the National Conference of Christians
and Jews to pass upon issues about which there is no clear agreement
among or within o= constituent groups. What concerns us primarily is
that in these critical times we of America should be on o= guard lest
difference.s of opinion, legitimate in themselves, lead to acrimony and
and unjust suspicion,
Such emotions will impair both the Nation's quest for the establishment of justice in the world, and the vitally necessary cooperation
26
among all citizens of o= country, whatever their religious faiths.
The American Jews had warmly approved the President's sending "peace
letters" to the top leaders of the nation's Catholics, Jews and Protestants;
and they were equally delighted by his choice of Mr, Taylor to go to the
Vatican, because of Taylor's service· as Chairman of the Intergovernmental

25Jewish'

Advocate, 26 April 1940, PP• 34-35,

26New York Times, 14 May 1940, P• 20,

-44Committee on Political Refugee~

27

·and because in that capacity he CTaylorJ

had "worked unceasingly to solve the problem of ca.ring for the Jews of
Germany and Austria and other countries who have suffered under the regimes
1128
of dictators.
Perhaps another reason for Jewish approbation was the
hope that their support of Roosevelt might inspire-the President to favor
Jewish aspirations for the establishment of a homeland in Palestine.

The

Jews, who have always had cordial relations with Catholics, simply did not
appear to regard the Taylor task as a church-state problem,

There is no

record of any Jewish group opposing Roosevelt's move,
Before taking up the study of the major religious groups opposed
to the Taylor appointment, notice should be given to three which displayed
mixed reactions.

These were the Disciples of Christ, the Federal Council of

the Churches of Christ in .America and the Presbyterians.

The Disciples of

Christ, while not actually enthusiastic, took a more tolerant stand than did
certain other Protestant sects.

The Federal Council of Churches of Christ

in .America, divided at first, finally demanded Taylor's recall.

The Presby-

terians, too, proffered differing opinions because the President's action
was linked to world peace efforts. 29
In the general area of foreign affairs the most bitter dispute between

.American Catholics and Protestants a.rose over Roosevelt's sending of an
.Ambassador to the Vatican,

The most vigorous objections originated with t~e

. 27
.
Hull, Memoirs, 1:578. "In the months that followed and even after
the outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, this Committee, organized July 6,
1938, facilitated the emigration of scores o! thousands of Jews from Germ,my
· to new and happier homes. 11
__ .... ·~
.. -··· _ _... _
28New "Yfork Times, 24 December 1939, P• 6.
2
9George Q,. Flynn, "Franklin Roosevelt and the Vatican: The Myron
Taylor Appointment," The Catholic Historical Review 58 (July 1972):188.

-45Baptists, Lutherans, and Methodists.

The Baptists were possibly foremost

in their protests, closely followed by the Lutherans,
were practically as one in their attitudes.

These two groups

Close behind came the Methodists.

The Ba~tist Joint Committee on PubLio Affairs, which spoke for the
·Northern, ·southern and National Baptist Conventions, "professed to.be dis"turbed by the Taylor appointment and condemned it.

Resolutions in this

vein were quickly adopted at the annual meetings of the various components
of the Joint Committee.

The Chairman of the Baptist Joint Committee on

Public Affairs, the Reverend Dr. Rufus W, Weaver, on January

4, 1940,

announced that "true lovers of religious liberty" expected the President
to tell the American people "the full meaning" of his appointment of Myron
C, Taylor as his Personal Representative to the Pope,

Dr, Weaver went on

to say that it was a known fact throughout the world "that the Roman
Catholics have been seeking for an Ambassador of the United States to reside in Vatican City as the diplomatic representative of this country. 1130
Simultaneously, a copy of a letter which had been handed to Stephen
T. Early, vlhite House press secretary, by a representative of the Baptist
Public Relations Committee, was given to the press.

The letter, while

commending the President for his striving for world peace, expressed the
concern of its senders that Roosevelt's naming of an ambassador to the
Vatican might actually impede the peace efforts.

The mssive cal-led the

President's attention to the American principle of strict separation of
church and state, and cautioned him that there ought to be "• , , scrupulous
avoidance of any political cooperation with any ecclesiastical organization,"

30Rufus W. Weaver, "Is Religious Liberty Involved?" Watchman-Examiner,

18 January 19L-.o, p. 59,

-46The Committee felt that the appointment of Y.ir. Taylor oould have only a
divisive effec~ in the United states.'1

Dr. Weaver told the reporters that a letter in a similar vein, had
been sent to Senator Josiah W. Bailey of Nor.th Carolina.

Senator Bailey,

· .. who, .perhaps significantly, was a representative of the Southern:·Baptist ·
Conv~ntion, had not replied. 32 A short time later, Senator Bailey announced
'

his position in a letter to the editor of the Watchman-Examiner in these
words:

The President cannot give anyone the rank of .Ambassador. .Ambassadors are created by the appointment of the President with the confirmation of the Senate. Certainly the Pope cannot give to any .American the
rank of .Ambassador. The Constitution is a barrier in each instance • .?.?
On

Janua;cy- 9, 1940, the President met with representatives of the

Baptist Joint Committee, the Lutheran and Seventh Day Adventist Churches, to
whom he explained that Taylor 1 s new position did not mean the establishment
of regular .American-Vatican diplomatic relations.

He enumerated to his

guests some of the objectives he believed necessary for the attainment of
world: peace, and reassured them that he wanted "to mobilize all the churches
of the world into an informal association in the hope that when, and if,
the time comes for the discussion of peace, their religious and moral influence can be brought to bear in an effective and useful way. n34

It was

for this reason that he had requested Mr. Taylor to proceed to Vatican City
and had met with the spokesmen of the Federal Council of Churches and of
the Jewish faith.

31weaver, Is Religious Liberty Involved, p. 59.
32New York Times, 29 December 1939, p. 6.
''"Federal Council and the Vatican Appointment, 11 Watchman-Examine:-:·
8 February 1940, P• 129.
-

3~ew York Times, 10 January 1940, r-• 6.

-47Press reports that the President's meeting of January 9, with the
religious leaders had cleared the air of a:rry misunderstanding which existed
regarding the Taylor mission brought forth the rebuttal that no such misunderstanding had existed. 35

Scarcely a month later, the Baptist Executive

. , Committee _publicly demanded Taylor's recall. 36
The Lutherans made it plain that in their collective opinions the
appointment of an American to the Vatican involved the shattering of the
principle of separation of church and state.

Their pastors seemed to be

the most united of all the Protestant bodies in opposition to Taylor's
appointment. 37 The President of the United Lutheran Church, the Reverend
Dr. Frederick H. ICJiubel, and the President of the American Lutheran Church,

the Reverend Dr. Emmanuel Poppen, co-signed a statement denouncing the
appointment of Mr. Taylor to the Holy See.

While agreeing with the

President's aims for world peace and applauding his recognition that this
goal could only be achieved by means of a spiritual effort, they agreed
with the Baptist fear cited above that the appointment of an emissary to
the Pope might have a contrary effect on the attainment of peace.

Knubel

and Poppen enunciated-their disapproval to Rooseveltls action in four
distinct points and called it:
(1) Unnecessa;ry, since a representative American Catholic might
have been named who, with the other two individuals, would see the
President 1 from time to time.•
(2) Un-American, since it gives official recognition to a combination of church and state ( the Vatican) which is contrary to American
principles; since also it undemocratically gives pre-eminence to a
.35Christian Century 57 (January 17, 1940):158,
36New York Times, 16 February 1940, p. 7.
37Christian Century 57 (May B, 1940):607.

-48minority of the American people-the one individual would be at Rome for
constant consultation, the two individuals would see the President
'from time to time.•
(3) Disruptive to American unity and therefore not in harmony with
the purpose of peace, Recent temporary relationships to the Vatican
roused widespread opposition and the present plan has been hailed from
authoritative sources as another step towards a permanent relationship,
Rome repoi~s the relationship as needed also for reconstruction after
. peac_e ,· .,Inc:r.:easing opposition .t.o.. such _relations):lip. wil;l., increasingly
threaten America's unity.·
·
·
(4) A cause of suspicion that political influence~ from religious
sources. are being exerted upon American- national life. 8
.·
·Meeting in Columbus, Ohio, on January 4, 1940, the Executive Committee of the American section of the Lutheran World Convention, passed resolutions which were identical to the joint statement made by Drs. Knubel and
Poppen.39
The Secretary of the United Lutheran Church, Walton H. Greever, took
up the issue in a statement in the January 25, 1940 edition of the Lutheran
Companion.

Mr. Greever called Taylor's appointment a "particular procedure"

but protested that he did so reluctantly because of its stated goal for the
restoration of world tranquility.

In the Taylor mission Mr. Greever dis-

cerned "involvements which lie below the surface. n40

Greever said the

President had perpetrated a trick on the nation by furthering the Roman
Catholic Church 1 s long-sought goal of recognition of Papal political supremacy.

He stated flatly that "• •• it is the fixed purpose of the Vatican

to use evecy occasion, and evecy means for that matter, to secure the
recognition which it seeks, and for ends which serve the ultimate purposes
of the Papacy. 1141
38 Lutheran Companion, 25 January 1940, p. 98.
39New York Times, 5 January 1940, P• 8.
40walton H. Greever, "Vatican-White House Peace Axis, 11 Lutheran
Companion, 25 January 1940, pp. 105-106.
4l!k'eever, Vatican-White House Peace Ms, p. 106.

-49Greever went on to say that while his fellow citizens would never
willingly destroy the separation of church and state they could, possibly,
be tricked into such a false move, until it was too late to rectify the
situation.

He. derided the announcement by the White House that Mr. Taylo~

·held· o:ply a temporary: position. 42 · :
The National Lutheran Council, claiming a membership of three
million souls, passed a resolution asserting its unalterable opposition to
any establishment of diplomatic relations with the Vatican.

The resolution,

passed at the Council 1 s annual convention in Chicago, on January

25,

1940,

chided President Roosevelt on two scores, as follows:
The National Lutheran Council is unalterably opposed to the establishment by the United States of official diplomatic relations with the
Vatican. The actions of President Roosevelt in sencluig Ambassador
Kennedy as his official and personal representative to the coronation
of Pope Pius, and in appointing Mr. Taylor as his official and personal
envoy to the Pope, must be regarded with deep concern. To us they are
steps in the direction of a personal relationship. We hold them to be
in violation of the best American traditions and contr8n5 to the fundamental principle of the separation of church and state.
The Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod joined with its fellow Lutherans
in speaking out against Mr. Roosevelt 1 s move.

Dr. Walter A. Maier, Professor

of Semitic languages at the Missouri Synod's Concordia Seminary, broadcast
a radio message from St. Louis on December 31, 1939, and had this to say
regarcluig the Presidential manuever:
This arrangement as cautiously as it is being advanced, is an unmistakable violation ·of the principle by which the church and state are to
be completely separated. This republic should have no diplomatic relations with any religious group. Besides, this inauguration of diplomatic relations is an unmistakable preference for one church group. The
White Hous.e does not suggest sending an envoy to the Lutherans of the,
world, the largest Protestant group, nor do we want one. The President
42Greever, Vatican-White House Peace Axis, P• 106.
4 3New York Times, 26 January 1940, 1,. 10.

does not have a personal representative among the 240,000,000 Mohammedans.
Finally, we are distrustful of this arrangement because it may be the
beginning of other encroachments and further discrimination. We demand
the government follow the oonstiIDltional principles and keep its hands
entirely off our religious life.
.
The following April, the Lutheran Witness told its readers that practically
a::J,l Protestants. a:greed with the. demand of .the.Christian Century for
Taylor's reca11. 45
Members of the Methodist religion in America expressed their disapproval of an American citizen being sent on behalf of the President to the
Vatican.

Ministerial associations, individual ministers and conferences

combined to raise their voices in protest.

The_approval of the presidential

move as expressed by the Methodist Bishop of Dallas, Texas, Ivan Lee Holt,
in an address before the Chicago Sunday Evening Club, was not shared by his

fellow Methodists.

In his remarks, Holt had called Roosevelt's act "a great

forwaxd step toward securing a united front for peace in the world. 11

Re-

calling that religion had historically been a major divisive factor in world
history, the Reverend Holt concluded, "• •• perhaps we are just at this
moment, at the beginning of a new era; changing all that for something

. 46

better."·

The Methodist ministers of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, made their
resentment clear by the passage of a resolution calling Roosevelt to task.
The aroused clergy made three distinct points:
1. We- are in favor of aggressive efforts toward the securing of a
negotiated and just peace.
2. We believe that the already constituted diplomatic service of
the United.States of America is sufficiEnt for and adapted to the car:zy~ew York Times, 1 January 1940, p. 8.
45"Papal Appointment Stirs Up Tempest," Lutheran Witness, 2 April
1940, p. 121.

46.,i'lew ,-... ork

T"imes, 8 January 1940, P• 9.

-51ing on of all necessary peace negotiations.
3. We protest against the appointment of ambassadors to the Vatican
or to fill¥ church as being out of harmony with the thought and convictions of the great majority of .American people and not in harmony with
the constitutional position on the question of state and church, and
request the President of the United states to revoke his apppintment of
the present special ambassador to the pope, Myron C. Taylor.47
On .April

8, 1940,. the Nsiw ·York Methodist. Conference
.adopted
.1;1,
.
·.
resolution scolding Roosevelt for his appointment of Mr. Taylor. The

.

.

Conference called the appointment "unnecessary" and saw a "dangerous
precedent" being created.

The conferees did accept Roosevelt's assurance

that formal diplomatic relations between the United States and the State
of Vatican City were not being established. 48

In nearby Newark, New Jersey, the annual Newark Conference of the
Methodist Church resolved to ask the President to cancel the Myron Taylor
appointment and concluded with these points:
Whereas the President of the United States has recently appointed
Myron C. Taylor with rank of .Ambassador to the Vatican in violation of
our time-honored principle of separation of church and state, and this
appointment is an indirect recognition of the assumptions of the Roman
Catholic hierarchy to temporal power and in violation of the principle
that government should treat with all religious organizations on a
principle of parity;
·
·
Be it resolved that the Methodist Church is opposed to this relationship of our government with the Papal court and that it requests the
President of the United states to revoke the appointment of a special
ambassador to the Pope. 49
The first General Conference of the United Methodist Church published
a resolution condemning United States-Vatican relations and demanded the
return home of Mr. Taylor.

At the opening of the Conference,the Council of

Bishops of the Methodist Church, while acknowledging the personal sanctityo
47Christian Century 57 (March 27, 1940):422.
8
4 New York Times, 9 April 1940,- p. 13.
49New York Times, 16 April 1940, p. 21.

of certain Catholics, went on to call the Catholic Church totalitarian in
its outlook, and concluded with the admonition that the Methodist Bishops
would continue in their opposition to any infringement of the American
doctrine of separation of church and state.

50

__ At_ the s_ame_ Conference, a_ motion. to_ appoint _a filpecia], coJ]lll\ittee :to
draw up the views of the Conference on the Taylor mission was suggested by
the Reverend W. F. Bryan.

The motion was objected to by Dr. Harold Paul

Sloan, editor of the New York edition of the Christian Advocate.

Dr. Sloan

remarked that during an era when "Christianity is being assailed from all
directions, it was not wise for the greatest Protestant group in the country
to display such nervousness over a matter that, after all, is of trifling
importance.

1151

Despite Reverend Sloan's stand, the subject was passed on to

the Committee on Interdenominational Relations for further consideration.
That same Committee on Interdenominational Relations studied the
suggestion and presented a report to the General conference which explained
the Bill of Rights, acknowledged the Bill as being "sacred;" complimented
Roosevelt for his ardor for world peace, and concluded by asking the
President to withdraw Mr. Taylor from his Roman post.5.2
:tiecame the focus of debate.

The report instantly

The aforesaid Dr. Sloan rose to his feet and

called for an amendment to the report which would delete the last paragraph
that demanded the recall of Mr. Taylor and which dealt also with "the discord and strife" occasioned by that appointment.

Hard upon the heels of the

50Journal of the First General Conference of the Methodist Church.
(1940), p.560-.
5l"Methodists Urge Recall of Mr. Taylor, 11 Watchman-Examiner, 9 May
1940, P•

505.

2
5 Journal of the First General Conforence of the Methodist Church,
(1940), P• 560.

-53seconding of Sloan's motion, he went on to discuss a Vatican embassy as not
being contrary to historical .American precedents,53
Dr, Lynn Hough of Drew University, joined his colleague by seconding
the amendment and told his listeners that adoption of their resolution as it
stoo_d would "inaugu:rate a _new era_- of religious hatred" and mak~ the- Methodist.
Church appear small in its outlook.

Dr, Hough concluded:

It is ~uite all right for a little denomination of 200,000 to crow
like a chanticleer, self-conscious in its enthusiasms, but a church with
the history of our church, a church with the numbers we possess, owes it
to the .American public, owes it to the world, owes it to Christendom, to
achieve the larger vanity of the grand style, to be incapable of an
unworthy parochialism, to be incapable of markin,o; the union of Methodism
by inaugurating a new era of religious hatred,54The Reverend Edmund Heinsohn of Austin, Texas, made a speech at this
juncture in which he reminded his audience that the United States had once
had a Minister to the Papal States, but that there had never been an ambassador from our country to the Papacy as a Church.

He

went on to say

that if Catholics actually did want such an arrangement, that, "·
we must sharply, but sincerely, differ with them in that desire, 11

• then
But on

the other hand, if the Catholics were not responsible for the situation, the
General Conference should make it its business that the Catholics would be
held blameless.

He thought that any prolonging of the discussion could only

reflect unfavorably on the Conference,55
Despite the heated discussion regarding amendments to the original
report which had been submitted to the Committee on Interdenominational
Relations, the resolution was finally passed in its entirety with only a

"
53Journ~ of the First General Conference of the Methodist Church,
(1940), P• 322,
54Christian Century 57 (May 15, 1940):646,
55Ibid;

-5456 With the adoption of this report, the
few votes to the contrary,
United Methodist Church had the distinction of being the first important
religious denominational group in the country to officially go on record
as -being opposed to Myron C. Taylor's appointment and insisting upon his
recall,

.

'.

,·.

•,·.

The usually urbane President Roosevelt permitted himself to react
with asperity to the indignant outcries of some religious bodies against
his appointment of Myron C. Taylor to the Vatican post.

In a letter to

North Carolina 1 s Senator Josiah W, Bailey he expressed his vexation:
I have yours of January tenth and I wish you could have been here
the other day when I talked with some of the leading Baptists and
Lutherans in regard to Mr. Taylor 1 s going to the Vatican.
In the conduct of foreign relations, which is, of course, my
responsibility, it is necessary for me to observe certain amenities of
life. Whether we like it or not mere messenger boys, even when they
are messenger boys, sent by the President of the United States, eat in
the servants I hall in foreign countries-and I could have hesitated to
put Myron Taylor, who, after all, is a very great .Amerj_can, into such
a position. If you were President you would not do it either.
Again, whether we like it or not there are certain titles which
carry with them the right to sit at the supper table above the salt,
Whether an .American who is essentially acting as a messenger boy is
called an Ambassador or by some other title ought to make very little
practical difference in every other country, including, for example,
Afghanistan, Tibet, London, Paris and Rome!
I am perhaps being a bit facetious but i f some of my good Baptist
brethren in Georgia had done a little preaching from the pulpit against
the K.K.K, in the 1 20s, I would have a little more genuine .American respect for their Christianity.
The protest is due, of course, to a lack of appreciation of the
difficulties and the niceties of conducting foreign affairs, and I am
wholly charitable toward them-and, furthermore, I think the result of
our conference was lOO o/o good and that we shall hear little or
nothing more of it,57

56 Journal of the First General Conference of the Methodist Church;
(1940),

p.322.

57Roosevelt,

F,D,R. His Personal Letters, 2:988-989,

-55In the face of numerous denunciations, and with the war approaching
ever closer to the United states, Roosevelt continued the Taylor mission to
Pope Pius XII.

His successor prevailed on

Mr. Taylor to retain the post

for five more years following Roosevelt's death in April,

1945.

. . That
)>y._.. Presid,e_ni;.
. the . religious
.. .
. .,bickering
.
. . . . and _ill-feeling
. .
.engendered
'
.
.

Roosevelt's appointment of Myron Taylor to act as his personal emissary to
Pope Pius XII did not result in an i=eparable breach among Americans is
amazing.

The dispute did subside althoug.>i it was never completely

extinguished, and it was to flare up once more wen President Truman dropped
his bombshell naming General Maxk Clark as United States Ambassador to the
Vatican.

Perhaps the oncoming of war turned the minds and passions of the

country into other channels.

CRAPl'ER IV

THE
NOMINATION
MAEIC
CI;.ARK...
·..
.
.
. OE:.. GENERAµ
. .
:. . .

·...

1-zyron C. Taylor had been retired for nearly two years, when
President Harry. S, Truman, in what appeared to be a sudden move, October 20,

1951, nominated the controversial General Mark Clark, 1 an Episcopalian,
to be "Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the State of Vatican City. 112

These seemingly prosaic words were

to result in a heated controversy which swept the country for the next
three months.

The pressure brought to bear on the President to revoke the

nomination could not have surprised the Baptist Truman.

On

January 13,

1952, Clark asked that his name be withdrawn.
Scarcely a single American magazine or newspaper refrained from
printing at least one editorial, in the opening days of the discussion, and
most of them continued to print numerous news columns as the situation
developed.

Hundreds of individuals wrote letters-to-the-editor.

The non-religious press appeared, on the whole, to be in favor of
~he nomination of an American ambassador to the Holy See,

The New York Times

checked representative newspapers across the nation that had commented on
either the 21st or the 22nd of October,

It printed pertinent sections from

1 Gener.tl Mark Wayne Clark was born in Madison Barracks, New York,
May 1, 1896. He was a 1917 graduate of West Point and retired in 1953 with
the rank of general,
2u.s. Congress, Senate, Nominations, 82nd Cong., 1st sess.,
20 October 1951, Congressional Record 97:13733.

-56-·

-57the editorials of twenty-one of the leading ones. 3 In addition to the
Times itself, the following papers voiced their approval to the Clark
appointment: New York Herald-Tribune, New York Daily News, Detroit Free
Press, Memphis Commercial Appeal, Cleveland Plain Dealer, San Francisco
Washington Post, .and.the Portland Oregonian.
Frowns . came.from.
..... . . ..Chronicle,
..
. ..
.
. ... .
. ..
the New York Post, Raleigh News and Observer, st. Louis Post-Dispatch,
Washington. Evening Star, and the Chattanooga News-Free Press. 4 The survey
by the Times suggests a fairly even split.
It is noteworthy that those secular newspapers opposed to the assignment, did not, in the main, base their disapproval on the claim that an
establishment of diplomatic relations between the United States and the
Vatican would be a violation of the First Amendment to the Constitution.5
However, many did express the fear that Protestants wow.d be offended with
the unhappy result that Americans would become divided on religious issues.
Due to the dismissal of General MacArthur by President Truman, and the
lack of cooperation between Congress and the Administration regarding
domestic policies, some editors saw a Truman machinatim in every public
action of the.President.
Truman did lay the groundwork for some suspicion of chicanery by
delaying General Clark's nomination to the Congress until the last day of
its current session.

The editorial writers of the Bosil:on Herald, the

Portland Oregonian (which had approved of the nominatioll. on constitutional
grounds), the New York Daily News (which had dubbed Trllman•s move as laudable),
'New York Times, 23 Octobe; 1951
4New York Times, 22 October, 1951, 23 October ~951.
5catholic Mind

50

(January 1952), p •. l.

-58and the ChiC8£'0 Tribune were unanimous in faulting the Chief Executive for
his timing. 6
Newsweek surmised that a:ny or all of the following reasons might be
behind the Truman maneuver: to please city "Democratic organizations; to put
. Sena:t_or !lobe:r;:-1; A. Taf't. in an uncomfo;rtali1·e. situation; . to rebuke certain
members of Congress who had rebuffed his cthe President 1 sJ programs; to
solidify anti-Communist alliances.

The periodical then went on to say that

the President had shattered diplomatic custom by his failure to consult the
Pope on his choice of Clark as the nominee. 7
Senator Tom Connally of Texas, Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, was said to have been angered by Truman 1 s appointment
of General Clark, because of the widespread-dislike of Clark in Texas. 8
U.S. News & World Report asserted that Truman's plan to establish an
American Ambassador in the Eternal City "posed numerous and perplexing
questions especially for the Catholic Church, the United States Congress,
and diplomats.
The Protestant contention that the nomination of an Ambassador to
the Vatican was a violation of the principle of the se:paration of church
and state was noted but the magazine disagreed with thlis argument pointing
out that religion was mentioned in the Constitution on]y in Article I of
the Bill of Rights.

[This statement merely forbade Co;ngress to make a law

6
F. William 0 1Brien, "General Clark's Nominatiml as Ambassador to
the Vatican: American Reaction, 11 The Catholic Historicl!il. Review 45 (January
1959) :421.
7Newsweek 38 (November

5,

1951);26~:

8u .S. News and World Report 31 (November 2, 1~) :26. General
Clark had commanded the Fifth Army in Italy during World War II, and had
incurred the enmity of many Texans who blamed him for vb.at they consid3rec."to
be an_excessive number of casualties suffered by t~e 36th Infantry Divisicn
(composed mainly of men from the Lone star State) while attemptir,g to crofls
the Rapido River.

-.59establishing a religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.]

The

journal discussed the necessary channels the nomination would have to go

'

through before passage by Congress.

It went on to say that the question

of whether Catholic priests were to be considered as foreign agents was
being raised.

It recalled. that there was an.American Minister resident
.
.

at the Vatican for twenty years during the nineteenth century, and concluded by rehashing the old charge that diplomatic relations between the
two governments had ceased in 1868 due to the Church's forcing American
Protestants to leave the city of Rome in order to worship. 9 This canard
had b_een denied by the last American Minister to the Pa!)al states, but the
magazine failed to mention this fact.
Certain journals disagreed with those who saw only a spirit of
vindictiveness or political connivance in V,r. Truman's Dove.

Time

asserted that few, if any, Catholic votes would have been lost to the
President had he simply let the Vatican issue lie, but !)ointed out that his
affirmative gesture could only cost him Protestant votes.

.After all, the

Protestant community made up eighty per cent of the voters in the land.

10

The canny Arthur Krock, of the New York Times, saw Truman's naming of Clark,
at that particular time, as a ploy by which "obviously Truman meant the
nomination for suspension to give Congressmen a chance to test public
op_?rlon" before Congress readjourned on January 8,

19.52. Krock concluded,

that if this explanation was not the true one, then it was "a riddle wrapped
11
in an enigma and packaged in a mystery. 11

9u.s. News and World Report 31 (November 2, 19.51):31-33•
lO~

,50 (October 29, 19.51):20.

11New York Times, 23 October 19.51, P.• 46.

-60Edward S. Corwin, distinguished Professor Emeritus at Princeton
University7 discounted the contentions that the appointment infringed on
the religious prohibitions of the First .Amendment, and insisted that the
action I s "intrinsic reasonableness II merited his support.

The Professor

...argued ~hat· the Executiye 1 s diplo;matic·powers are-,unlimited and tp.at·the..
President, accordingly possesses virtually complete discretion to
establish diplomatic relations which he believes promise national
advantage.

Corwin maintained that the letter of the First .Amendment merely

prohibited Congressional enactment of laws respecting an establishment of
religion and did not forbid non-legislative action by the President, even
if such action, taken by Congress would be a violation of the First
.Amendment,

He emphasized his belief that there is no procedure by which

Presidential action, even if its constitutional validity is doubtful could
be brought in question before the Supreme Court of the United states, 12
Mark

De

Wolfe Howe of the Harvard Law School challenged Corwin 1 s

thesis on constitutional grounds.

Howe insisted that the President's

diplomatic powers a.re indeed limited because he cannot move in directions
which the Supreme Court has said he may not take -while dealing with
domestic problems.

Howe reminded Corwin that recent decisions of the

Supreme Court, whether he CCorwinJ believed those decisions to have distorted the original meaning of the First .Amendment, remain, until reversed,
13
the constitutional law of the land,
No other scholar of the stature of
either Corwin or Howe ventured an opinion in the dispute.
1211

Letters to the Times, 11 New York Times·, 12 1Tovember 19.51,

p.

38.

1 ':Mark De Wolfe Howe, "Diplomacy, Religion, and the Constitution,"
Nation 174 (January 12, 1952):28-30,

,--·.
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In the same issue, Atlantic threw open its pages to two differing
authorities, one advocating regular .American-Papal relations, the other,
denouncing any such an accommodation.

14

The opinion of Arthur M.

Schlesinger will be examined first.
1•

• ••

_: ,

-. :

Sc)llesinger began .by defining diplomacy ..as -"the ,ac:t of ·dealing -with.

external forces to secure national ends. 11

He then refe=ed to the agitation

caused by the Clark appointment as "a spectacular case of much ado about
nothing."

Professor Schlesinger proceeded to cite two examples of the ad-

vantages of recognition to the United States.
of Aloysius Cardinal Stepinac. l5

The first involved the case

The Vatican and the Yugoslav authorities

were at odds over this man but there had been signs that President Tito of
Yugoslavia and Pope Pius XII were each willing to come to some sort of
mutual agreement in the affair,

Schlesinger saw the antagonism between them

as having prevented Yugoslavia's membership in the Western defense system.
That membership was important in United states strategy, but the author
insisted that our failure to have official relations with the Vatican prevented our acting as mediator,

The other example cited by Mr. Schlesinger

indicated that certain elements in the Catholic Church were becoming disillusioned with the Franco regime in Spain, and thought that .American pressure, supported by the Holy See, might conceivably lead to the creation
of a constitutional monarchy in Spain, 16

The absence of a regular .American

1 4.Arthur M, Schlesinger, Jr,, "Relations with the Vatican: vlhy Not?"
Atlantic 189 (January 1952):55,
l5Aloysius Cardinal stepinac was arrested by the Yugoslavian Com:_
mun:i.st government in 1946, and accused of having collaborated with the
former pro-Nazi regime. He was imprisoned until 1951 and then released,
16'!'he Organic Law of the Spanish State provides that 11 • • • in the
absence or illness of the Chief of State, his functions will be assumed by
the Heir to the Throne if over 30 years of age •• , 11 Prince Don Juan ()arlos
de Borbon became King and Head of State following the death of General
Franco in 1975, Statesmen's Year-Book, 1971-1972 (London: Macmillan Ltcl.,
1971), P• 1321,

-62representative at the Court of Pope Pius blocked such a possibility,

The

constitutional monarchy did not come to fruition in Spain until twentythree years after the Schlesinger judgment appeared,
The political decisions of the Vatican 'Which inevitably influenced
c_ount],ess numbers
Qf. people
were seen,
,by the professor,as being cogent
.
.
.
.
reasons for the United States ensuring that those decisions supported·
American foreign policy rather than hindered it, 17 For the author, this
factor impelled him to applaud President Truman's decision,

Schlesinger

also pointed to·the fact that Great Britain had employed a mission at the
Vatican for many years, and saw no signs that any of the thirty-seven
governments maintaining such representation had suffered adversely.

He

reminded his readers that diplomatic recognition of the Vatican would no
more signify American approval of the Roman Catholic Church than does
United States recognition of the Soviet Union or Spo.in indicate American
approval of either Communism or Fascism,

The arguments against American

representation at the Vatican struck Schlesinger as actually being facades
hiding a fear that somehow diplomatic recognition would give the Vatican a
strong voice in American foreign policy,

In conclusion,-Schlesinger

reiterated his belief that recognition would insure that this country would
have a dominant influence on Vatican foreign policy,

In his mind, this

could only strengthen the purpose and unity of the free world,
1

7schlesinger argued that history had proven that Vatican policy
is the antithesis of inflexibility, within certain limits, and asserted
that this was the very reason that the Chm:ch as an mstitution had sur-.
vived. He claimed that there were many examples of factionalism within
the Church on political issues. As examples, he mentioned the difference
of opinion on De Gaulle and his opponents, the varying degrees in the
attitudes of the semi-official Vatican newspaper, L1 0oservatore Romano,
and most American Catholic periodicals tmra.rd the Soviet Union, and
others.

Opposing recognition was Paul Blanshard,

Mr, Blanshard repeated

the old saw that Truman's tardy presentation of the General's nomination
to the Senate was plainly a shameless bid for Catholic votes and an
appeasement of what he called "the Catholic-dominated political machines
~

9u:i:'.. ~arger cities •. 11 ... He- _cl_aimEJd· ,that -Truman I El. pr,opo_sal. •iwould. bring. the :

problem of Catholic power out into the open where it belongs, 11

Blanshard

noted the enormous wave of opposition which had surged from Protestant
sources.

He saw this opposition as revealing a great body of anti-Catholic

sentiment in America, but found the revelation an unpleasant one due to
Jiis devotion to national unity.

However, Mr. Blanshard detected none of

the viciousness of the Know-Nothingism or of the Ku Klux Klan hatred of
years past; no, rather, he was proud to see a righteous springing to arms
in defense of the American tradition of separation of church and state,
-Admitting that while there were some other nations which had an official
representative at the Vatica.~, the writer asserted that the philosophy of
church and state in those countries differed from the American.

Blanshard

ridiculed the accomplishments of Taylor's Mission to the Pope, while recalling that it was the United States which had saved the Vatican from
ruin repeatedly since the end of the Second World War.

dual citizenship was also revived by Blanshard.

The question of

He saw recognition as

causing the American Catholic Bishops to be distraught over the problem
of which sovereign state should command their loyalty, the Vatican or the
United States?

In conclusion, Mr. Blanshard insisted that

any formal

'
diplomatic accord
between the United States and the Vatican could only

result in a complete submersion of American national interests, 18
18Paul Blanshard, "One-Sided Diplo!Ilacy, 11 Atlantic 189 ( January
1952) :52-54,

-64Atlantic printed ten letters of reaction to the Schlesingerlllanshard debate.

In

a leading missive purported to come from a Catholic,

the writer said he would be willing to settle for whatever was best for
the country.

If having an .Ambassador at the Vatican was better, fine, if

no1; having
. .
. an
... ;.Ambassador
..
. . . •.

was
. . . best,
.

the . writer
that.
. .
. sai.d
:
.he
. .would
. . . accept_
: .
. .. ..~

One letter advised Mr. lllanshard to express himself more clearly in .
stating what the Catholic attitude toward parochial schools was.

Four

readers disagreed with lllanshard 1 s stand, including the Vicar of the
Episcopal Church of the Holy Nativity in Pahokee, Florida.

Two correspon-.

, dents faulted the arguments of Professor Schlesinger without equivocation,

·,

, while one, although agreeing with Paul lllanshard 1 s reasoning, complimented
Atlantic for having published both articles.

The final letter writer

complimented the.editor for his impartiality, but agreed with neither
.Schlesinger nor lllanshard in their final analyses. 19
The majority of Protestant clergy opposed any relationship with
the Vatican, and quickly united their respective congregations in repudiating
Mark Clark's proposed assignment as United States .Ambassador to the State
. of Vatican City.

On the morning following the fateful announcement, .

Sunday, October 22, 1951, they denounced Truman's plan.

In

Washington,

the President's own Baptist pastor, the Reverend Edward H. Pruden, assured
his people that he had done "all that was possible for anyone to do" to

dissuade his eminent parishioner from forwarding the General's name to the
20
Senate the day before.
Across the country in llerkeley, California, the
pastor of the First Congregational Church, the Reverend Vere D. Loper,
19 11Repartee - Letters To and From the Editor," Atlantic 189
(March, 1952):22-23.
20New York Times, 22 October 1951, P• 1.

-6.5announced to his faithful that his telegram warned the President that
"Any recess appointment ••• will further the destruction of Protestant

confidence in your administration. 1121

A Baptist leader, the Reverend

Sidney W. Powell, addressing his people in Boston's Tremont Temple Church,
asked
to the
'
' them.' to
. write
. .· . individually
. -· •.
.-.
. .
·- . Pre~icJ,ent. __ Mea.µ,.mile,:,iJ:\.Wate:i:-tqwn,.
Massachusetts, another Baptist clergyman, added his signature to those o:f
two hundred adherents on a petition addressed to the United States Senate.

22

The President of the United Lutheran Church in .America beseeched Lutherans
to offer "unrelenting" opposition to Clark's nomination, and urged them
to write letters of complaint to their congressmen.

"The political

chicanery of the Roman Catholic Church II was proclaimed by the Pastor of the
23
First Presbyterian Church in Providence.
October 29, Reformation Sunday, was the occasion for an organized
_Protestant protest to the White House.

Postcards and letters were sent

from a Protestant rally in St. Louis.

Eight thousand petitions from the

National Association of Evangelical and Protestant Cmigregations had been
sent to their churches asking that their congregations sign them on
Reformation Sunday deploring Truman's action.

The same organization re-

ported that in three days $_500,000 worth of radio-time had been used to
protest President Truman's announcement. 24

In Boston, a Baptist minister and his church members showed a
genuine flair for the dramatic by sending an eighty-.five foot scroll bearing
21New York Times, 22 October 19.51, p. 1
22 o•Brien, General Clark's Nomination, p. 427.
2
~ew York Times, 22 October 19.51, P• 3.
2
~ew York Herald Tribune, 29 October 19.51, p. 3.

-66one thousand seven hundred and seventy-six signatures to the nation's
capitoi.

25

Later in January, a crowd numbering perhaps four thousand

·marched on Capitol Hill, to impress Congress with their indignation.

26

The attitudes of the protesters was displayed by the placards they bore
which stated:. "Keep Peli tics qi.it .. of Church,'' _"Church :9lld State;_Do Jct
and 11 Separatio~ of Church and Stat~. 112 7

Mi~•.'.'.

Later the same day in Washington I s

Constitution Hall, the Reverend Carl McIntire, President of the International Council of Churches, told the marchers that, "Communism is an
enemy, we are all against it, but we have another enemy too, older,
shrewder.

It is Roman Catholicism and its bid for world power. In the
28
United States, it is Spellmanism. 11
The reference was to New York's
Francis Cardinal Spellman.
The Christian Century, goaded its readers to send successive waves
of delegations to their respective senators at their homes to show that a
yea vote.for Clark 1 s assignment would be dangerous fo~ any who hoped to
remain in the Senate.

29

The Christian Statesman predicted that "Saturday,

October 21st will go down as Black Saturday in Americian life, 11 but shook
aside its gloom with the hope that right would prevail and urged its
subscribers to "write to each Senator from your state • • • What you write
is not important just so you indicate that you are strongly opposed to the
appointment.

1130

The Reverend Stoddard Patterson, the Congregational Pastor

2~oston Post, 7 January 1952, p. 1.
26
2

Time

59

(February 4, 1952):9.

7Boston Globe, 26 January 1952, P• 1.

28Gannon, Cardinal Spellman Story, p. 174.
2 9Christian Century 68 (October 31, 1951):121.itli..
30Christian statesman, (November; 1~51), p. 4.

-67of one of Milwaukee's largest churches, appeared to forget that the
nation's population comprised members of many different religions when
he pressed his hearers to "vote for Protestants at the polls-Protestants
who will uphold the Protestant traditions, 1131

.

The National Council of

Churches
Christ in
a "Reference
. .· of
,-.
. ..America
.
. published
.
.
.
. Manual!'
. .
.which ..
·

contained the names of all members of Congress, including the rosters of
the various congressional committees.

It encouraged its adherents to

exert pressure on Congress and described seven specific ways whereby
readers of the "Manual II could bring their dissent directly to the attention
of the President and of Congressmen,3 2
The Nation of January 12, 19.52, carried a full page ad which had
been paid for by Protestants and Other Americans United for the Separation
of Church and State,

The ad read; in part, "Please find enclosed my check

for the amount indicated.

I wish to do my part in SUJ.l1lort of your

campaign to prevent the consummation of the appointment of an Ambassador
to the Pope as head of the Roman Catholic Church,

$1000-$3, 11

The

advertisement went on to inform those interested that "your gift is
deductible on your income tax, ,,33
At the Atlanta meeting of the National Council of the Churches of
Christ, Bishop G, Bromley Oxnam, galvanized the delegates when he warned
them that "affairs of state will be graced by a cleril!l in sacerdotal
robes, 11

He saw the appointment of an Ambassador to tlhe Roman Pontiff as
1
3 Boston Pilot, 11 November 19.51, 'J• 1.
.

~-

-

32Reference Manual of U.S. Diplomatic Representation at the Vatican
(New York: National Council of Churches of Christ in 1!he U.s. of America,
19.51), PP• 33-39,
''Nation 174 (January 12, 19.52):20,

-68having "dxiven a divisive wedge into oux national life" • , • and that
11

•

•

•

political reaction to this appointment may well determine the

1952 elections. 1134
The National Council of the Chuxches of Christ requested the opi~~

.

of
.-ions
..
.. ·.

expert.
who. agreed
:.-lawyers
.
.
'~-. . . . .that
. . .· the. appointment.
·• .
.
. . could. .-.not be. at-

..

tacked as being unconstitutional "unless it could be shown to interfere
with the freedom of oux people at home" and, furthermore, it was not "one
step in the direction of the establishment of a United States Chuxch. 11
The Council was prompted to announce that "· , • we have received no
opinions running counter to.these."

The National Council of the Chuxches

of Christ went on record as believing that the "separation" argument
cou?-d become a two-edged sword. 35
The Council finally granted that "pushing the constitutional
argument too far would logically open the way for a curtailment of
privileges that most religious bodies take for granted, 11 for example, chuxch
tax exemptions, military chaplains, and the like,
Protestants should "retreat from the

1 wall 1

The body concluded that

argument 36 and •• , rest their

opposition on grounds of public policy rather than on constitutional law.ro7

In short, the opposition should protest because the appointment lacked
merit and division among .Americans could ensue.

This proposal to change

the opposition appeared to the majority to have gone unheeded.
·3~ew York Times, 29 November 1951, p. 1.
35Information Service (weekly bulletin), N.c.c.c.,

30 November 1951

P• 2-3.

6
3 Many individuals often use the term "a wall of separation between
chuxch and state" when discussing the constitutional clause which states
"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, 11
37o•Brien, General Clark's Nominat{on·, p. 432,

The unprecedented number of Protestant clergymen and official
bodies who made their displeasure known at the time of the President I s
unusual suggestion to the Senate, cannot be adequately covered in a study
of this size.

The examples offered should be sufficient.

What then were

1.s . ap:p_ointmimt
..,the ~asic
arguments.
which those
opposed to Clark
... · ·. . .
. . upon
·•
.
. . .
. ... .
. ,
..

rested their claims?

The main premise in practically

,

all derogatory

sermons and statements was that Ghe Administration's move violated the
provisions embodied in the First Amendment;

This violation, in the eyes

of the widely read Christian Science Monitor, was "if not in letter at
8
·least in spirit. 11 3 · Another point, the genuiness of this fear may
justifiably be questioned.

One cannot question the fact that literally

thousands of Americans saw the appointment as a form of preferential
.treatment for the Catholic Church.
Protestants did not speak in a single denunciatory chorus against
American-Vatican diplomatic relations.

There was Protestant approval from

three faculty members of Yale Divinity Schaar, for example, who wrote:
"We, as Protestants, support it.

• • • The President I s action is not a

. threat to separation of church _and state. 1139

An Anglican journal, the

Living Church, saw no danger to the church-state situation in the United
states, and argued that the problem should be examined on the basis of its
merits.

4O

. The Reverend Charles E. Park, Minister-Emeritus of the First

Unitarian .Church.in Boston, called Mr. Truman's action "an important move
to make friends throughout the world. 11 41

Christianity and Crisis disagreed

8
3 Christian Science Monit~~. 23 October 1951, p. 8.
3911
4O

1etters to the T~es, 11 New York Times, 24 October 1951, p. 30.

1iving ~urch (November 4, 1951), p. 11.
'
41New Y~rk Times, 22 October 1951, p. 16. ·

-70with the Protestant consensus thusly:
The Protesta.."lt outcry that this is a clear threat to the separation
of church and state overshoots the mark • • • The Protestants seem so
much guided by ~motion that they make a poor choice of issues for
major emphasis.42
While a number of Protesta.."lt groups either bestowed their approval or at
least ·rejected ·the usual· arguments against· approval· of the Truman plan,· the
majority of Protestantism 1 s churches and official bodies were opposed to
the Clark appointment.
The Catholics in the country appear to have been more restrained
in their consideration of the subject.

The Reverend James M. Gillis, of

the Paulist Fathers, used his syndicated column
his approval.

43

11 Sursum

Corda" to register

His colleague, Monsignor Matthew Smith, in his editorial

column in the widely circulated Catholic weekly, the Denver Register,
commended the President. 44

New York I s Cardinal Spellman lost no time in

going on record as backing Truman.

Archbishop Richard J. Cushing of Boston

told reporters that he backed the proposal by the President. 45

Other

members of the Catholic hierarchy were more restrained than was Cardinal
Spellman.

The founder of the popular Catholic weekly, Our Sunday Visitor,

Bishop John F. Noll, recalled that the subject of .American-Papal relations
had never been broached during any of the twenty-six annual meetings of
the .American Catholic Bishops which he had had attended. 46

The Most

42 11The Vatican Appointment," Christianity and Crisis, (November 26,
1951), P• 153.
43James M. Gillis, "Sursum Corda," Northwest Pr~gxess (Seattle),
23 November 1951, P• 9.
"
44Matthew Smith, "Listening In," Denver Register, 3 November 1951,
p.3. Smith was to return to the fray several more times.
1
'

45New York Times, 23 October 1951, P• 2.

:

46
Brooklyn Tablet, 19 January 19.':><', P• l.

'

-71Reverend Albert R. Zuroweste, longtime Bishop of Belleville, Illinois,
'
appeared to approve of the appointment, but admonished his fellow Catholics
"not to fight with your non-Catholic neighbor over this issue. 4 7

That

hard feeling had resulted when the public became aware of General Clark's
proposed assignment was shown when Bishop John J. Swint of Wheeling, West
Virginia, in a statement read from every pulpit in his diocese commiserated
with his flock for the sharp attacks which they had endured; however, the
Bishop cautioned them not to respond in kind.

48

other Catholic Bishops

forthrightly welcoming the nomination were Matthew F. Brady of Manchester,
New Hampshire, and John J. Wright of Worcester, Massachusetts. 49

Daniel

·A. Lord, S.J., known throughout America for his writings, surveyed the
situation with his usual aplomb.

Father Lord remarked,

I should like to see an .Ambassador to-the Vatican.

11

.lis an .American,

As a Catholic, I and

the overwhelming number of my Catholic fellow citizens are notably
unconcerned. 50
The Jesuit magazine America, thought the appointment to be "a
measure for the common good, 11 but did not see in it "grounds for unrestrained rejoicing."

The editor, however, agreed with those critics who

decried the method and timing which President Truman had used. 51

The

weekly newspaper of the Archdiocese of Seattle thought it detected the
odor of politics in the Truman strategy.

It saw great benefit for the

47Brooklyn Tablet, 3 November 1951, P• 1.
48Ibid.
49Chicago Tribune, 21 October 1951·, P• 6.
50"Along the Way, 11 Boston Pilot, 19 January 1952, p. 13,
1
5 .America 89 (November 3, 1951), p. 118,

.,

-72country from r elations with the Vatican if they were "viewed objectively."
On

the other hand, it seriously feared "that the cause of world peace and

the pr estige of the United states as well as of the Catholic Church will
not be serveil," in large part because MosC'ow would call attention to tho
upheaval in America and its disunity_as naturally caused by religion. 52
The Brooklyn Tablet agreed that the entire affair showed political hankeypa.nkey coupled with ill-timing.

This Catholic paper supported the appoint-

ment but r egretted "the bitterly hostile reaction ••• from many nonCatholic ministers, with the ill-will engendered. 115 3 The Commonweal
backed the Clark appointment and derided the assertion that the act of

Mr. Truman was a simple manifestati on of "crude political maneuver ing. 1154
Graham and Harnett, authorities on Vatican diplomacy, found that among those
Catholics who ventured to express themselves on the issue , none actually
disapproved General Clark's suggested role, but there was little rejoicing
either.55 No r ecord of Catholic mass meetings, official pronouncements,
and no evidences of Catholic priests taking to their pulpits to stimulate
their faithful to exert pressure on Congressmen to approve the President ' s
lead, have been unearthed.
It is worthy of note that the Vatican itself made no official
statement, but L1 0sservatore Romano , on October 22, 1951, said that the
nomination "marks the happy r esumption of relations already established
under a differ ent form in 1939. 1156 Two months later, the veteran New York
5 2Nor thwest Progress (Seattle ), 24 October 1951, p. 10 .
5~ rooklyn Tabl et , 27 October 1951, p. 8 .
54commonweal

55

(November 2, 1951) :84.

55Robert A. Graham and Robert C. Hartnett , Diplomatic Relations
with the Vatican (New York : America Press, 1952) , p. 10 .
5 61,osservatore Romano, 22 October 1951, p. 1.

-73Times co=espondent, Anne 0 1Hare McCormick, wrote an intriguing story
from Rome,

She reported that the suggested appointment "causes much less

excitement at the Vatican than in the United states, 11

She said the move

was seen as being "logical, 11 but that "ch=ch officials have nothing to

... , _say __ on_, '.·, any ?BJ;lect_,of the matt_er,'.' since. the att;i.tude of· the V,3-tican.
is "that is understood" that,· in "the view of the Pope himself" it would
be better not to have an ambassador than to stir up sectarian. feeling
in the United states,57
On August 11, 1950, fourteen months before Truman sent his nomin-

ation of General Clark to the Senate, the .American. Institute of Public
Opinion polled individuals on the question of a personal representative of
the President to the Vatican.

Of those responding, forty-five per cent

found the idea to be "good, 11 five per cent thought it "fair, 11 thirteen
per cent offered "no opinion, 1158 The Minneapolis Tribune, a month earlier,
on July 2, 1950, questioned people on their attitudes toward the Taylor
Mission.

Forty-two per cent favored the Mission, twenty-nine per cent

disapproved of it and twenty-nine per cent were undecided,

.Among the

Protestant respondents, thirty-seven per C8nt were against the Mission,
while thirty-two per cent favored it,

The percentage of Catholics favoring

it was seventy-six, 59 Minnesotans were polled specifically on the Mark
Clark question on December 9, 1951,

The poll recorded that forty-six per

cent went on record as opposing it, while thirty-two per cent approved,
57New York Times, 24 December 1951, p. 1,
5811Public Polls, 11 Public Opinion Quarterly 14 (Winter, 1950-51)
:804.
59Karmarkovic, Taylor Appointment, p. 341,

-74The Protestants answering the question were divided with fifty-seven per
cent against formal diplomatic relations and nineteen per cent favoring
such relations.

The vigorous campaign waged by 'the Protestant clergy in

late October of 1951 appears to have been effective.

The earlier poll

about
Missiqn
.
. .the
. Taylor
: .
. . showed. _that
... ,. . thirty-seven. . per cent-.of the ..
Protestants opposed it while thirty-two per cent approved it.

The

December poll, spelling out the question of diplomatic relations with the
Vatican, indicated that fifty-seven per cent of the Protestants were
opposed and nineteen per cent favored relations.

In short, Protestant

opposition to a Vatican mission had increased by twenty per cent, while
Protestant approval had dropped thirteen per cent.
Minnesota showed a noticeable change.
the l-zyron Taylor Mission.

Even the Catholics in

Seventy-six per cent had favored

The Clark appointment was favored by seventy-·

one per cent which indicated a drop of five per cent. 60
Within a week after the proposed Clark nomination, White House
Press Secretary Joseph Short, disclosed that five thousand letters and
telegrams had been received in his office. He conceded that most of them
61
had expressed their senders• disapprovai.
Political Scientist Dayton D. McKean, in his enlightening essay
entitled "State, Church, and Lobby" insisted that the Mark Clark fiasco
was a good example of pressure politics, in that it proved that the

majority of Protestant denominations could, when the situation called for
it, "unite quickly and act vigorously. 1162
6°Karmarkovic, Taylor Appointment, p. 342.
61New York Times, 29 October 1951, P• 1.
62nayton D. McKean, "State, Church, and Lobby, 11 in Religious
Perspectives in American Culture, ed. James Ward Smith and A. Leland
Jamison (Pri::iceton; Princeton University Press), p. 146.

-75At the same t:iJlle, a large number of unsolicited letters appeared
in magazines and newspapers around the country.

These generally showed

an independence of thought of people apparently indifferent to the pressure
from Protestant leaders.

A large percentage of them favored the Clark

nomination.

vlhether
Protestanism was one
hundred
per cent united
in its
..
. .
. . .. .
·..... . .. . ..
opposition to the suggestion of this country 1 s establishment of regular
~

diplomatic formalities with the State of Vatican City made no difference
in the long run.

An :iJllpartial examination of numerous sources confirms

the impression that for whatever purely practical reasons, particularly in
th~ field of foreign relations, may have in fact existed for Truman 1 s
nomination of an .Ambassador to the Vatican, the centuries old fear of
Catholicism on the part of Protestants could not be overcome.

Too, the

ill-timed delivery to the Senate by the Administration gave rise to suspicion in the minds of many who might otherwise have been expected to back
the President.

In

addition, it might be remarked that Truman, consummate

politician that he was, portrayed_such a lack of political acumen.

Perhaps

the President fell into the all too human trap of thinking that what he
thought·. was good for the
country at any particular
time, would .coincide
.
.
with the beliefs of his fellow citizens at the same time.

In

the face of

the impossible odds against confirmation, General Clark requested, on
January 13, 1952, that his name be withdrawn.

Although the stubborn

President vowed that he would submit the name of another nominee, he did
not do so.

Eventually passions cooled and Americans· returned to their

normal pursuits.

CHAPl'ER V
HENRY
. . . . C..!\E0T. .LO:OOE. A!r THE VA!I!IC,W
. . .. ·. -·
~

.,

The request by General Mark Clark that his name be withdrawn as a
nominee for the post of United States .Ambassador to the Vatican, on January
13, 1952, ended this stormy interlude.
President Harry

s.

Dwight D. Eisenhower succeeded

Truman in the White House.

During the eight years of

his afuninistration, President Eisenhower apparently never considered nominating an .American representative to the Vatican.

However, the President

did make a courtesy call on Pope John XXIII while on a visit to Europe.
The subject of United States-Vatican relations resurfaced when the
possibility arose that Senator John F. Kennedy would run for the Presidency
in 1960.

For nearly a decade, the young Senator's attitudes toward the

duties of a Catholic to his church and to his country seemed to fascinate
reporters and others.

However, it was not until 1958 that the Senator made

the most complete delineation of his views.

When questioned by Fletcher

Knebel, a Look reporter, about his feelings on the religious issue which
formed part of a story on Catholic candidates in 1960, Kennedy replied,
"whatever one 1 s religion in his private life may be, for the officeholder
nothing takes precedence over his oath to uphold the Constitution and all
its parts including the First .Amendment and the strict separation of churJh
'
11
and state.
He cc;ntinued, 11 • .
I am flatly opposed to the appointment

.

of an ambassador to the Vatican.

Whatever advantages it might have in Rome,

and I am not convinced of these, they would be more than offset by the

-76-

-77divisive effect at home."

1

The q_uestion of the regularization of United

States-Vatican ties never came up during Kennedy's short administration.
It reappeared, however, during the Administration of his successor, Lyndon
Baines Johnson.
James .:fl.est on, ~he wid~ly res_pected col~st of. "j;h_e New York Times,
startled his readers by the following proposal, in the spring of 1965:
"• •• there is scarcely an issue of world politics today that does not,
now, concern the Church and provoke its influential comment,

In the light

of this, it is odd that the United States is the only one of the major
non-Communist nations that still does not have formal diplomatic representation at the Vatican." Reston acknowledged the ease with which the amount
of social and political information available at the Vatican could be overestimated.

However, he insisted that much valuable information was obtain-

able there, but granted that it must be diligently sorted out.

He further

recognized the antipathy of certain important members of the .American
Catholic hierarchy who looked askance at any mention of official United
States-Vatican ties, but made no mention of any such individuals as actually
.
. t·ion. 2
f avoring
sueh an associa

A g_uick reply disagreeing with Reston came from some Catholic
circles,

The Reverend John B. Sheerin, longtime editor of the Catholic

World, and writer of a weekly column syndicated in Catholic papers across
the country, cautioned, "Please, Mr. Reston, let Catholics enjoy the respite
from religious g_uarrels that we are revelling in at the present time!

We

are making ec=enical progress and Catholic-Protestant relations were never
1Fletcher Knebel, "A Catholic in 1960, 11 Look 23 (March 3, 1959):17.
2James .Reston, "Rome: The United States and the Vatican, 11 New York
Times, 9 April 1965, p, 30.

-78so good."

Sheerin asserted that a goodly number of Catholic Bishops in the

United States would frown upon any formal relations between their country
and the Pope. 3 As a journalist of many years• experience and a close observer of the activities at the recent sessions of the Second Vatican Council,
.Father Sheerin would seem to have i'irst hand k.n,owledge and could, ~here!_ore,
speak authoritatively.
On

October 4, 1965, Pope Paul VI made an unprecedented visit to

American shores when he came to New York to address the United Nations.4
During the Papal visit, the Pope and President Lyndon B. Johnson confe=ed
privately for nearly an hour at the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel in New York City.
To the question posed by a reporter to Presidential Press Secretary Bill
Moyers, as to whether the two distinguished personages had broached the
topic of possible establishment of American-Papal relations during their
short meeting, Mr. Moyers replied with a firm no •. The reporter's question
so intrigued Jesuit Father James Hennesey, a trained historian, that he
contributed a short essay to America, in which he briefly reviewed the
history of such relations from their tentative beginning in 1783 through the
Mark Clark nomination of recent· unhappy memory.

In ~eement with Father

John Sheerin cited above, Father Hennesey concluded that any real advantages
resulting from official United States-Vatican relations would be at best,
negligible, and at worst would tend to obliterate the cordial feelings presently existing between Catholics and non-Catholics throughout the American
3John B. Sheerin, "Vatican Embassy Wrangle May Be Cropping Up Agai.n
.
'"
The New World,' 23 April 1965, P• 4.
'
· ·
½a.chard L. Williams, ed., The Pope's Visit (New York: Time Inc.,
1965), P• 5• .

-79Republic.5
Writing in the same issue of .America as Father Hennesey, the
Reverend Robert A. Graham, whose 1959 book, Vatican Diplomacy: A Study of
Church and State on the International Plane, remains the classic in the
~ •;

·.

:

field, echoed Hennes~y•s sentiments recall:i,ng the sad picture,_ history has . ·.
... ·.; . .
.·• .- . ·. :.
..
•; •... .· . . . . :
.. . ..
too often painte·d lest a government secure a stranglehold on the freedom
6
of the Church.

. . .. . :

•.

Little or nothing about relations between the Church and the Government of.the United States appeared in the press until early 1966 when the
Catholic weekly newspaper, The Register carried a short item which quoted a
prominent Massachusetts lawyer, Endicott Peabody, as having asked President
Johnson to name an .American envoy to the Court of Pope Paul VI.

Mr.

Peabody added that it would be fitting for Rome to reciprocate by assigning
a regular member of the Papal Diplomatic Corps to Washington in a like
capacity. 7 The Register carried the suggestion as a simple news release and
withheld comment.
Here the matter rested until the spring of 1969, when an unsigned
editorial in .America noted that a revival of the question of possible
Vatican-United States relations had been caused by the announcement of
President Richard M. Nixon's proposed stop at Vatican City at the conclusion
of his European tour • .America expressed its disapproval of such relations. 8
5James J. Hennesey, "U.S. Representative at the Vatican," .America
113 (December 4, 1965):707-711.
6
Robert A. Graham, ".Another Point of· View," .America 113 (December '4,
1965):710-711.
7The Register, 20 February 1966, p.
8 .

5.

"Vatican-U.S. Relations," .America 120 (March a, 1969) :262-263.

-80On

the heels of the Nixon European sojourn, and his cthe President 1 sJ

courtesy call on Pope Paul, Dr. Thomas Patrick Melady contributed an investigation appropriately entitled "Background to U.S.-Vatican Relations" to
the Catholic World for June, 1969,

Melady termed the Nixon visit to the

Pope part of an established. procedure which
had been developed
by.his' pre·
. . : ...
. .. ..
...
.
.·
... 9
. . . .. . . .
decessors in the White.House,
Reports were unanimous that the meeting of the two leaders, the one
spiritual, the other political, was not only cordial and frank, but fruitful as well.

As Nixon was ta.king his leave, he told his host,

11 •

,

,

What

the world needs today is the spiritual and moral leadership which Your
Holiness has stood for, stood for here in the Vatican and in your arduous
travels to other nations in the world, ,.IO Earlier in his Pontificate, the
energetic Pontiff had visited such diverse places as the Holy Land, India,
and the United States,

In June 1970, the United States Department of state Newsletter
.ca.rried an announcement to the effect that the Honorable Henry Cabot Lodge
had been named, on June

5,

to serve as "a part-time, informal Representative

to the Vatican, by President Nixon,"

White ,House Press Secretary Ronald L,

Zeigler, in ma.king the announcement, stated that, at the request of the
President, Mr, Lodge would visit the Vatican two or three times a year for
discussions with the Pope and other Vatican officials,

The Press Secretary

noted that these visits could possibly extend ·for two or four weeks in
9Thomas Patrick Melady, "Background to U,S,-Vatican Relations,"
Catholic Worl<! 209 (June, 1969):107, Dr, Kalady, Professor of Asian Studies,
Seton Hall University, is an author and consultant on international affairs,
In 1972, he was Chief of the United States Diplomatic Mission at Kampala,
Uganda,

-SJ.-

duration,
title.

Mr, Lodge was to serve without pay and would not have a formal

Zeigler explained that the intent of the appointment was to "pro-

vide for greater continuity in the informal contacts which President 'Nixon
had maintained with the Pope since becoming President. 11

According to Mr.

·Zei~ler, the President felt it to be worthw~le to _keep in c9ntact with
.
.'
11
His Ho1 iness.
The Jesuit-edited weekly, America, noted the Lodge appointment by
repeating its former insistence that while this assignment of an American
to visit the Vatican could very well result in the promotion of world peace
and the furtherance of common humanitarian goals, it was well that Mr,
Lodge carried the designation of "Personal Representative" of the President
rather than a United States Ambassador,

The journal noted that "• •• most

Protestant comment on the White House action remained cool and detached,"
The editorial concluded by saying that 11 • • , American Catholics on the
whole see no gain-at either the Rome or the Washington end of the line-to
be had from instituting formal diplomatic relations with the Holy See, 1112
On the same day on which White House Press Secretary Ronald Zeigler

had announced the assignment of Henry Cabot Lodge to.occasionally visit the
Vatican as a "part-time, informal Representative" at the Vatican, John
Cardinal Dearden, official spokesman for the American Catholic Bishops and
laity, released the following statement to the press:
1111

Lodge to Represent U, S, at the Vatican," U.S. Department of State
Newsletter (June, 1970), p. 22. Henry Cabot Lodge, a wealthy man in his own
right, had devoted a lifetime to public ser-rice. A former United States
Senator, he had served as Ambassador to South Viet-Nam and to the Federal
Republic of Germany respectively, Head of the U.S. delegation to the Paris
peace talks on Viet-Nam, etc.
1211

President 1 s Man at the Vatican," .America 122 (June 20, 1970):640,

-82The President I s action in assigning Mr. Henry Cabot Lod,ge the responsibility of maintaining contacts with the Holy See on a regular
basis represents a judgment by the President that this would be in the
national interest. It is therefore a matter involving Mr. Nixon and
the responsible Vatican authorities, and does not directly involve
either the National Conference of Catholic Bishops or the United States
Catholic Conference • .American Catholics do not consider that it implies or should imply any change in the traditional and mutually
beneficial relations. between church. and..state :i,n qur .country. ·I.
·. believe·, however; that this· presidential action 'will confer benefits on
the United States by reestablishing at least informal channels of
communication between our government and the Vatican state and will also
serve the cause of world peace. I wish to offer my personal £~st wishes
to Mr. Lod,ge as he assumes this new and responsible position.
The Christian Century quickly expressed its doubts as to whether
either the Holy See or the Nixon Administration possessed the authority to
have any appreciable effect on world affairs.

The magazine alluded to the

fact that some seventy governments were then represented at the Holy See,
including many recently established Asian and African states.

It conceded

that "the Papacy had been more adventurous in the pursuit of peace during
the past decade than ever before."

The editor then reminded his readers

that the Vatican was limited in the kind of pressure it was able to exert
in various areas of the world then in upheaval,

Reversing the stance it had

so unabashedly adopted at the times of the Myron Taylor appointment and the
Mark Clark nondnation, the weekly thought that most .Americans would be
rather unconcerned with Nixon's request that Lodge visit the Pope from time
to time on the President's behalf.
on a note of hope:

11 •

•

•

The Christian Century closed its remarks

now that President Nixon has asked Cabot Lod,ge

to help him communicate with the Vatican, we pray that some new measure of
peace will foJ,low and that old animosities :will not reassert themselves."-1 4
1 3John Cardinal Dearden, President, National Conference of Catholic
Bishops and the United Catholic Conference News Release, 5 June 1970.
l4 11 Loc1ge to the Vatican," Christian Century 87 (June 24, 1970) :779.

-83While the Christian Century might have mellowed somewhat, in its
attitude toward a.ny American accommodation with the Vatican, over the years,
not so Christianity Today,

It saw that President Nixon's appointment of

an agent to represent him periodically at the Vatican was a violation of the
principle of s13parat,:Lon of church and. state_.

Igz,oring_ the_ fact tha1; Mr,

Lodge was to hold no official position, the journal pointed out that
"• , • there is nothing Mr, Lodge can do in an official capacity that could
not be done in a.'l unofficial way.

This decision grants to the State of

Vatican City a quasi-ambassador, a defacto ambassadorship,

It offends

millions of Americans who have strongly opposed an official or quasi-official
representative to the Papal See. 11

The magazine recalled that the late

President Kennedy opposed having an Ambassador at the Court of the Pope,
and called Mr, Nixon's step "ill advised, 11 and an action which could only
result in antagonism.

The President was advised to reverse his action

quickly. 15
Time adopted a non-partisan view towards the Lodge assignment.

Its

anonymous writer asserted that despite the Vatican 1 s being a city-state
rather than a country, it was not without "its uses in international
"diplomacy. 11

He thought assignment to the Vatican of career diplomats was

beneficial to them in their profession.

The article reverted to the "Listen-

ing post" appellation appended to the Vatican by Thomas B. Morgan, asserting
that Mr, Lodge would be able to garner such information for the United States
as "a.ny impending Vatican moves in such sensitive areas as Third World
development and international peace."

It speculated that perhaps the Holy

.l5 11Henry Cabot Lodge Goes to the Vatican, 11 Christianity Today 14
(July 3, 1970):22.

-84See might be in a position to aid the United states in solving suoh thorny
problems as peace in Viet-Nam and the fate of .American prisoners of war
there,

The importance of the Vatican as a listening post for diplomats grew

out of its own diplomatic activities dating back to the fifth century,

The

mag~zine. i::i-oted. that_- t4e sta;!;us of'. Lodge. at. the Holy: See was : 11 deliberately .
ambiguous" and that this ambiguity was due to the .American concept of separation of church and state.

Time noted that Mr. Lodge bore the designation

of "Personal Representative" as had his predecessor, Myron Taylor, 16
The U.S. Department of State Bulletin, under date of September 7,
1970, carried the transcript of a news conference wich had been held by
.Ambassador Lodge at the White House a month earlier, on August 6.

Press

Secretary Ronald Zeigler introduced Lodge to the press, and informed them
that the .Ambassador had just completed his first visit with the Pope and
had reported to the President shortly before.

Lodge then informed his

audience that his Roman visit had extended over thirty days, and that he and
the Pope, in company with high Vatican prelates, had discussed such topics
as the advancement of peace with all its intricacies, especially with
regard to the Middle East, and that "the alleviation of human suffering"
had, also, come under study in order to find suitable steps to bolster it.
The speaker reported that he had found very deep concern over the plight of
United States prisoners of war on the part of his Host,

Measures to eradi-

cate the ho=or of narcotic addiction were examined as well.

Lodge recalled

how impressed he was by the wide range of knowledge of worldly affairs
evident at the Vatican and with "the competence of the people in charge."
He found a genuine desire to help in a positive way many of the causes of
l6 11 New Emissary to the Pope, 11 Time 96 (July 13, 1970) :46,

'·

-85concern to the .American government,

The Pope and the Personal Representative

of President Nixon conferred only once on this particular visit, but Lodge
had several conversations with the Vatican Secretary of State, Cardinal
Villot and severaJ. other prominent churchmen.

In response to a reporter's

ques_ti9n
as to whether . it
._beneficiaJ.
for
.·.. . .··· . . . . ·.
....would
:
.be .more
,. :
.
.
.. ·. .-:this
. •-:cpuntry
.. · . ...to . for·-- .
maJ.ize relations, Diplomat Lodge said that he found the· present arrangement
satisfactory.

17 When the reporter persisted

in repeating his question,

Lodge reaffirmed his satisfaction with the present situation,

Another

questioner queried Press Secretary Zeigler about Emissary Lodge's title of
.Ambassador.

Zeigler explained that aJ.thoug'h Lodge was not serving as an

.Ambassador to the Vatican, his previous representation to the Governments
of South Viet-Nam and the Federal German Republic, entitled Mt-. Lodge to
that appelation,

The Press Secretary concluded by reminding the reporters

that .Ambassador Lodge was a PersonaJ. Representative of the President when
he served at the Vatican,

18

It is of more than passing interest that Senator George Murphy of
CaJ.ifornia, reported to President Nixon upon his tMurphy 1 sJ return from
visits to Israel and the Vatican,

While at the Vatican, he said, that

he met with the Pope who expressed his gratification by the peace-initiative
then transpiring in the Mideast and expressed his hope that the cease-fire
negotiations would succeed.

Mt-. Nixon caJ.led the PapaJ. support "construc-

tive, 11 while admitting that the road to a permanent peace in that pa.rt of

the world faced great difficulties,

The President did see ''hope where there

1 711.Ambassador Lodge Reports on Visit to the Vatican, 11 U.S. Department
of State Bulletin 63 (September 7, 1970):277-278,

18Ibid, , p. 278.

-86was no hope before • •

,,19

~'hat President Nixon was desirous of maintaining cordial ties with
the Vatican can be ascertained by the fact that he revisited the Eternal
City, in the fall of 1970.
·.-··.

At the Vatican, he spoke to students from the

North-American
and reminded them t:p.at this wa/3 hi_s.f-0urth v:i,sit·_ ..
.: .
. ... College,
. .·.
20
to that institution.
The President discussed his just-concluded visit
'•·

-

•.

with Pope Paul, and said that the conversation had covered the gamut of
world :policies, and the responsibilities that he cthe PresidentJ had in
the temporal order and those that the Holy Father had in the spiritual
order.

The Chief Executive of the United States then reminded these young

.Americans that the might of the United States needed a spiritual boost in
order that justice might finally come to this troubled globe • 21
.Ambassador Lodge, in his autobiography, discourses all too briefly
on his mission to the Vatican.

Between June 1970 and 1973, when his book

was published, the statesman had made eight separate trips to the Vatican.
He complimented the Vatican officials with whom he had come in contact,
calling them "men of great ca:paci ty and dedication. 11 Mr-. Lodge singled out
the .American, John Cardinal Wright, as an outstanding example. 22 The
President's Personal Representative then went on to credit the Vatican's
1 ~chard M, Nixon, Public Messages. S eeches and statements of the
President, 1970 (Washington, D.c., Government Printing Office, 1971, :p. 698.
This meeting between Nixon and Murphy took place on .August 31, 1970, at the
Western White House, San Clemente, California.
20
The North .American College was established in Rome over a century
ago for the edµcation of .American seminarians especially selected by their
respective Bishops to receive advanced training.
21
Richard M. Nixon, Public Messages, pp. 780-782. The Presidential
address was delivered on the afternoon of September 28, 1970.
22John Cardinal Wright, the former '.3isho:p of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
has served the Church for nearly a decade a3 the Prefect of the Sacred
Congregation for the Clergy.

-87professionaJ. diplomatic corps as having made it cthe VaticanJ "one of the
greatest centers of information. 11

He asserted that the benefits from an

.American association with the Holy See had aJ.ready been substantial.

.Among

these he noted the marked increase in the amount of mail exchanged between
.American prisoners of war in Asia and their families, and the efforts

.

.

...

,•

.

.·

exerted liy the Vatican in helping to curtail the world-wide· traffic in
drugs·.

He wrote that he had the authority "to discuss with the Vatican all

matters pertaining to world peace and to the aJ.leviation of human suffering. 11
Mr. Lodge ended his remarks by declaring that, "• •• great benefit can come

from such a relationship with the Vatican in the future. 1123

An inquiry to

the .Ambassador for additionaJ. information, in the summer of 1975, elicited
the response that he had done little talking for public consumption since
assuming the Vatican mission and that in his opinion his book, cited above,
ought to be informative enough. 24
A letter, under date of October 29, 1975, soliciting the views of
former Secretary of State William Pierce Rogers as to the timing of Mr.
Lodge's appointment as the PersonaJ. Representative of the President to the
Pope, was acknowledged by Mr. Rogers• Secretary, Mrs. Maggie C. Runkle.
Mrs. Runkle stated that she was replying on behaJ.f of the former Secretary
of state, who was out of the country at the time.

She asserted that "Mr.

Rogers has made it a policy not to comment on such matters and I am certain
· that he would feel it inappropriate to do so in this instance. 1125

No

further word has been forthcoming from that source.
,

2 '1!enry Cabot Lodge, The storm Has Man_y Eyes (New York: W. W. Norton,
1973), P• 222.
24Henry Cabot Lodge, personaJ. letter, 14 August 1975.
25
:Maggie

c.

Runkle, personal letter., 10 November 1975.
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No response was received from former President.Richard Milhous
Nixon to a message requesting any information he might feel inclined to
supply along the lines in the .inquiry addressed to Mr, Rogers,
The student of United states-Vatican diplomatic relations must be
struck·by the lack of adverse reactions voiced.over the appointment qf
•

••

• ••

'

•••••

•

•

•

•

.,

•

•

0

•

•

•

'

••

Henry Cabot Lodge to represent .American interests at the Holy See,

The

strenuous, as well as, multitudinous protests which saturated the country
at the times of the Myron Taylor appointment and the Mark Clark nomination
failed to materialize •

.An examination of this phenomenon will be developed

in the next chapter of this essay.

CHAPl'ER VI

:....

·,

. CO;NCLUSION.

..·..,,

Recognition of the Papal states was accorded by the United States
from the beginning of its own independent existence,

Consular relations

were begun in 1797 and formal diplomatic relations were instituted in 1848, 1
The beginnings of the policies of recognition and representation are thus
quite readily identifiable,

The inception of the subsequent policy of non-

representation is, also, easily determined.

It began with the resignation

of General Rufus King on January 1, 1868, some twenty years after a series
of Ministers had served in the Papal States.

The Government of the United

states unceremoniously and abruptly ended the mission by the singular expedient of the failure of Congress to appropriate the necessary funds for
its continuance,
Sporadically, the question of the resumption of relations arose
during the succeeding years and became the subject of popular discussior.
in the United States after the Lateran Treaty was signed by the Vatican
and Italy in February, 1929.
With the outbreak of World War II, President Franklin D. Roosevelt
decided to establish contact with the Vatican by appointing J,zyron C, Taylor
1During the period .men Rome was under the control of Napoleon
Bonaparte, .American Consul John B. Sartori carried out his duties as though
the French were not present, This mode of conduct was in accord with the
instructions of Secretary of State Timothy Pickering. It is regrettable
that the Archives of the Department of state contain few despatches from
Sartori covering this period, but two instructions from Pickering do exist.
Pickering 1 s messages are dated March 28, 1799, and June 11, 1799, res:pe,Jtively,
-89-

-90as his Personal Representative to the Pope.

That this designation was

planned as a temporary measure and would necessarily cease when the President left office, can be attested to in the autobiography of the President's
widow, Eleanor Roosevelt.

2

The President -set two primary goals for the

. -Taylor miss_ion,. namely,. the cessation. of hostilities -and the prevention :, .
of Italy entering the conflict.
That Mr. Taylor carried out his duties cannot be gainsaid even
though both purposes failed.

On

the plus side, however, the subduing of

Catholic tparticularly American Catholic] opposition to Russian Communism,
eased the path of Lend-Lease to the beleaguered Soviets.

Too, Vatican

pressure on Marchal :Badoglio to declare Rome an "open city" not only saved
countless lives but preserved numerous priceless buildings and monuments
from destruction.

The information aspect which is traditionally attributed

to the Vatican as one of the most important diplomatic listening posts in
the world, both because of the volume and quality of its material, cannot
be discounted.
Many historians have, perhaps accurately, called Franklin D. Roose-

velt a devious man.

The incongruity of his assigning both ll(yron Taylor and

Sumner Welles at precisely the same time to identical tasks might be thought
a case in point.
prising move, he
vincing ring.

The accusation leveled at Mr. Roosevelt that by his surwas

catering to the Catholic vote, does not have a con-

The argument that Mr. Taylor's appointment

was

un-constitu-

tional, advanced by many at the time, would appear to be based on an e=oneous
premise.

It cannot be denied that a President. has the legal right to ap-

2Eleanor Roosevelt, This I Remember (New York: Harper & Eros., 1949),
P• 209. In her opinion, her husband regarded the post as being of a temporary
nature, due
the period of emergency the world was in.

,;o

-91point a personal representative to any government or other body at his
pleas=e.

Roosevelt probably never gave a thought to anyone possibly

objecting on Constitutional grounds.

As he explained to Senator Josiah

Bailey, the area Taylor would be entering

~

that of diplomacy, and the

Constitution. granted
the
President
j=iscii,ction_in foreign_affairs
•. There
.
.
. .
. . . . . .. . : . . ' . .
. . . ~. . .

.. : ·._.. .·. . .

can be no doubt that the Chief Executive expected an adverse reaction on·
the part of many, if not most, American Protestants.

That the vehemence

of the attacks on him and his motives was so strong doubtless startled him
and even angered him, as.witness his letter to Senator Bailey quoted elsewhere in this paper.
At the time of Myron Taylor's assignment to the Vatican, Pope
Pius XII was the reigning Pontiff.
dents were· aristocratic.

Pius was an intellectual whose antece-

He was an experienced diplomat having served all

of his priestly life in the Secretariate of State, the last ten years as
Cardinal Secretary of State.
by

He was a scholar and llllooUist-but considered

many of his associates as a "loner," with an authoritative personality.

The austere personality of Pius was known to millions through press reports
and the newsreel cameras of the day.

This impression of an unsmiling, and

seemingly authoritarian ecclesiastic whose Ch=ch had historically insisted
on its being the Only True One, could not but repel countless Protestant
Americans.

Hence, more fuel was dumped on the flames of discontent whioh

swept America on the heels of Roosevelt's announcement.

But the fact re-

mained that Pius XII worked well with Mr. Taylor as far as may have appeared
feasible with the aims of the United state'l, while s:inultaneously attempting
to protect the best interests of the Catholic Ch=ch.

The death of Pope

Pius XII on October 9, 1958, brought a new leader to ilhe Catholic Ch=ch.

-92John XXIII, peasant-born, was the very antithesis of Pius XII.
Millions saw him on television and additional millions read about his easy
charm in·their daily newspapers.

Where Pius had put many off, perhaps

unconsciously activating suspicion, John attracted them.

To put it simply,

people. t1'\l-sted him; an\i had .John been Supreme Pontiff in ·1940; the: objections•·
to American representation at the Papal See might very well.have been muted.
Too, it was he mo instituted Vatican Council II out of \>lhich was to come
the historic Declaration on Religious Freedom.3
A number of.individuals saw the new Council as being directed to all
peoples, intended to act in a unifying manner.

Two previous such Councils,

that of I(yons in 1214 and of Florence in 1439 had failed ignominiously.
This Council, however, was first of all to be directed to Catholics.4 But
certain of the official documents promulgated at Vatican II were to have a
salutary effect on Catholic-non-Catholic understandings.

Perhaps the most

important of these for the majority outside of the Catholic Church was the
Declaration on Religious Freedom5 which was solemnly promulgated by Pope
Paul VI on December 8, 1965.

This forthright declaration on religious

3
virginia Mary Hefferman, comp., "Declaration on Religious Freedom, 11
Outlines of the 16 Documents-Vatican II, ed. (New York: America Press, 1965),
PP• 105-109.
4Edward Duff, "Epilogue, 11 The Vatican Council and All Christians,
by Claud D, Nelson. (New York: Association Press, 1962), p. 123.
5Heffernan, Vatican II-Documents, pp. 105-109. The main topics of
this forthright declaration of man's freedom to worship as he sees fit are:
It is the obligation of the human conscience to seek and hold the truth; all
men have a right to religious freedom; religious freedom can be expressnd individually or in community, i.e. churches; these churches must be free of interference from any source, as long as no violations of public order occur;
the rights of the family to worship as it sees .fit mu.st be guaranteed with the
right of the parents to determine the type of religious education their children receive; Government must be responsible for this right; it is the common
responsibility of all segments of society to insure religious freedom; Eihould
a situation exist wherein special civic recognition is given to one religious

-93freedom for all men was trumpeted throughout the globe by the press.
American Protestants could not help but be impressed by the Pope's open
reassertion of one of the basic tenets of this country's political beliefs.
The presence of so many invited non-Catholic observers at the
.Council:i,ar. :proceedlltgs emphasized. that the ..Cllurch. ha(j. nothing tq h;i.de.
One of these observers, the prominent Protestant theologian, Robert
McAfee Brown, put down his impressions without bias.

He a:p:plauded what

he saw as praiseworthy and spelled out whatever facet of the discussions
with which he could not agree.

A prolific writer on religious topics,

Brown was one of the most widely respected men in American Protestant
circles.

In his book, Observer in Rome, he praised Pope John XXIII and

the American Jesuit, Father Gustave Weigel, as being the two guiding
s:pirits in the new ecumenical movement within the Catholic Church. 6
The death of Pope John did not bring a halt to the new mood within the Church.

Po:pe Paul VI, a more taciturn personality than John,

:pressed the Council Fathers to complete their work.

It was, also, Pope

Paul who was to be the only Pope ever to visit the United States while
holding the highest office in the Church.
Nations, on October

4, 1965,

His message to the United

praised that organization, but the major

·:persuasion, the rights of all others to worship as they see fit ought to be
recoguized and put into practice; the government must never have the right
to impose or remove a particular religion or restrain any who may wish to
refrain from any religious manifestation; in the pursuit of one's religion
the individual must not show disrespect for the rights of others, but is
expected to have the common welfare in mind. The Document closes with the
reminder that the rights of religious freedom must be guaranteed worldw:'.de
by constitutional :provisions.

6Robert McAfee Brown, Observer in Rome: A Protestant Report on the
Vatican Council (Gaxden City: Doubleday,

1964),

PP•

266-267.

-94portion of his address was devoted to world peace, social justice, and
cooperation between sovereign states,

Speaking in French, the Pope re-

minded his listeners, as Pius XII had so waxned, that nothing was lost by
peace, everything could be lost by war.
.

At one particular emotional

po:int,
he s.truck
. .··.
. . .. thil .lectern .and literally .shout~d,
.
. "}lever _.again war!_"7
.

•'

That a new spirit was abroa.d in the land was evident by the friendly
attitude of Americans to their unusual visitor.
In the thirty years that had passed since Myron Taylor's departure
on his unusual trip, the United states had undergone some deep changes.
True, the reaction to Mark Clark's nomination was a study in vituperation.
The country had been practically torn asunder by the unpopularity of the
Vietnam War, but perhaps, one of the results of the turmoil was the emergence of a new feeling of live-and-let-live.

An attitude of hope prevailed

that the elusive peace could actually materialize through the mutual efforts
of the Vatican and Washington, as suggested by Nixon upon lodge's appointment to the post of emissary to Pope Paul.

At least it might be worth a try.

It may not be too strong a statement to say that by the SUilllller of
1970 the United States was psychologically ready to accept the presence of
an American representative to the head of a worldwide organization claiming
the spiritual allegiance of over

550

million human beings.

The impact of

Pope John 1 s personality, the all-important Declaration on Religious Freedom
emanating from the Second Vatican Council, the welcome given to non-Catholic
observers at that Council, the visit of Pope Paul to these shores, brief
.

,

though it was", all conspired to allay the fears of so many Americans towards

7Richard L. Williams, ed., The Pope's Visit (New York: Time
Incorporated, 1965), p. 27,

:··.•

··.-.

-95the Catholic Church,

Neither the presence of .American Consuls and Minis-

ters in Rome during the 1800 1 s, the occasional visits of Myron Taylor to
Pope Pius XII, and, finally, the trips to Rome by Henry Cabot lodge, had
resulted in any infringement on the liberties of non-Catholic .Americans by
-· : ~ .... ·..

the Catholic Church,

The
Pope . had
shown n9 desi;r:e to .occupy th(;> . Wl:li te .
-·-·. '.
. :

House,
kny future nomination of an .Ambassador to the Holy See by an

American President could conceivably reopen a Pandora's box of ill feeling
which the country could not afford,

The present arrangement, with which

Lodge professed to be pleased, would seem to be best.

Should the interests

of the United States, at some later date, indicate the wisdom of closing
the mission, there should be no hesitation on the part of the authorities
to do so.
Even a cursory survey indicates that considerably more instances
of intercourse between the United states and the Vatican have existed than
is ordinarily known.

Though the period of formal relationship was compara-

tively brief, a tendency towards IIIUtual understanding and cooperation has
been consistent.
manner.

Problems which arose were generally solved in an amicable

Policies were forIIIUlated and implemented in a spirit of fairness

and were generally recognized as such, even when they may have seemed to
be prejudicial to the interests of the other party.
That there should exist a community of understanding is in itself
desirable.

The common interests of the United states and the Vatican, as

has been pointed out from the earliest rel.itions between the two parties,
are not concerned with commercial exchange nor political agreement but rather
with the broader and deeper aspirations of peace and a stable world order,

APPENllIX A
UNITED STATES CONSULS TO TEE PAPAL STATES
At Rome

Dates of Service

·. John Baptist Sartori

June 2ii, 1191-Marci:ii:

3,

1023

Felix Cicognani

March 3, 1823-Janua.ry 9, 1837

George W. Greene

January 9, 1837~July 25, 1845

Nicholas Brown

July 26, 1845-May 29, 1849

William Carroll Sanders

May 29, 1849-September 10, 1856

Daniel LeRoy

September 10, 1856-August 28, 1858

Horatio De V, Glentworth

August 26, 1858-August 8, 1861

William D. Howells

August 8-September 13, 1861

William J, Stillman

September 6, 1861-Februa.ry 6, 1865

Edwin C, Cushman

February 6, 1865-April 16, 1869

David Maitland Armstrong

April 16, 1869-September 20, 1870

At Ancona
James E, Freeman

April 21, 1840-July 18, 1849

Joseph Mozier

July 18, 1849-April 3, 1854

C, A. Magnani, Vice Consul

February 2, 1856-November 27, 1861

PAPAL CONSULS TO TEE UNITED STATES
Count Ferdinand Lucchesi

May 30, 1826-September 21, 1829

John Baptist~Sartori

September 21, 1829-December 15,.. 1841

Daniel J. Desmond

December 15, 1841-November 14, 1850

Louis B. Binsse

November 14, 1850-September 20, 1870
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APPENDIX B

UNITED STATES MINISTERS TO TEE PAPAL STATES
Dates of Service

Jacob·±. Martin

Apr.ii f-August 26,

Lewis Cass, Jr.

January 6, 1849-November 27, 1858

John P. Stockton

June 18, 1858-J1me 6, 1861

Rufus King

June

Alexander W. Randall

August 6, 1861-.August 11, 1862

Richaxd M. Blatchford

August 11, 1862-0ctober 6, 1863

Rufus King

October 15, 1863-Janua.ry 1, 1868
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1848

7, 1861-August 5, 1861

APPENDIX C

APOSTOLIC DELEGATES TO THE UNITED ST.ATES
Dates of Service

· 1093.::1096 · -· ·

-·Francesco· Satolli'
Sebastiano Martinelli, o.s.A.

1896-1902

Diomede Falconio, O,F,M,

1902-1911

Giovanni Bonzano

1911-1922

Pietro Funasoni-Biondi

1922-1933

Amleto Cicognani

1933-1958

Egidio Vagnozzi

1958-1967

Luigi Raimondi

1967-1973

Jean Jadot

1973-
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AMERICAN-PAPAL RELATIONS
Howard Michael Baker, M.A.
Morehead state University; 1976
!I.'hesis Abstract
Director of !!.'he sis : Dr. W. EWllUlld Hicks
Are .American relations with the Vatican a new facet of United states

foreign policy?

!!.'he answer, of course, is no.

Since its infancy, this

Republic has engaged in an on-again-off-again connection with the Papal
Court.

This liaison, whether formal or informal, has been periodically

revived.
Consular relations were begun in 1797 and formal diplomatic relations
were finally instituted in 1848 with the appointment of a minister to head
an .American legation in Rome.

This office continued to function until

1868, at which time its operational funds were exhausted,

Congress had

refused to authorize the necessary appropriatioIIJ3 for its continuance.
No .American was to represent the United states again at the Vatican
until December of 1939, when President Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed
1-zyron C. Taylor as his Personal Representative to Pope Pius XII.

!!.'he goals

of Mr. Taylor 1 s mission, as envisaged by Roosevelt, were to help restore
world tranquility and to dissuade Italy from entering the war.
jects ultimately failed; but other benefitb did accrue.

Both ob-

Taylor continued

in his unusual assignment even after the death of President Roosevelt in
April, 1945, at the request of President Harry S. Truman.
eventually canpelled Mr. Taylor to retire in late 1949.
-1-

Ill health

-2In the fall of 1951, Mr. Truman took the unprecedented step of

nominating a United States ambassador to the State of Vatic8J1 City in the
person of General Mark W. Clark.

The ill-timing of the President Con the

last day of the Congressional sessionJ, the hostility of Congress to his
policies
SJ'ld
the. pressure
of o]:>jections
by. .
.. domestic
.,
..
.
.
.
. to th~ no~ation
·.
.
'
th011SSJ1ds of .AmericSJ1 ProtestSJ1ts compelled Mr. Truman to withdraw the
appointment.

President Trum8J1 promised to select SJ1other CSJ'ldidate for

the position, but he never did.
The subject of United States-Vatic8J1 relations was never entertained
during the Administration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Some years

prior to assuming the Presidency, John F. Kennedy, who succeeded Eisenhower
in the White House, had strongly denounced any .American-Papal ties.

There

is no record of President Izyndon B. Johnson having favored a linkage between
the United states SJ1d the VaticSJ1.
In the summer of 1970, President Richard M. Nixon appointed Henry

Cabot lodge to the post of Personal Representative of the President to
Pope Paul VI.

The announced major goal of Lodge 1 s mission

W-a.S

the imple-

mentation of universal peace through the combination of .Americ8J1 material
strength and the spiritual power of the VaticSJ1.

It is significSJ1t to

note that this appointment provoked little or no connnent in the religious
or secular press of the United states.

This change in attitude may be

attributed to the differing personalities of Popes Pius XII SJ1d John XXIII,
the Declaration on Religious Freedom enunciated by the Second Vatic8J1
Council, SJ1d the emergence of a new feeling of live-SJ1d-let-live engendered
in .Americ8J1 life as 8J1 outcome of the long-drawn out Vietnamese war.

Per-

haps the unprecedented visit of Pope Paul VI to the United states, in 1965,
to address the United Nations helped allay the fears of many .Americans

- 3suspicious of the Catholic Church and its Head,

That a new spirit of

tolerance was abroad in the land was evident by the friendly attitude of
.Americans, of all religious persuasions or of none, to the Pontiff.
Even~ cursory survey indicates tha t considerable more instances
0£

intercourse between the United States and the Vatican have existed than

is ordinarily known.

Though the period of formal relationship was compara-

tively brief, a tendency towards mutual understanding and cooperation has
been consistent .
manner.

Problems which a.rose were .generally solved in an amicable

Policies were formulated and implemented in a spirit of fairness

and were generally recognized as such, even when they may have seemed to
be prejudicial to the interests of the other party.
That there should exist a community of understanding is in itself
desirable .

The common interests of the United States and the Vatican, as

has been pointed out from the earliest relations between the two parties,
a.re not concerned with commercial exchange nor political agreement but rather
with the broader and deeper aspirations of :9eace and a stable world order.
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